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ABSTRACT 
This thesis is a study of administrative agencies and practices 
developed by Great Britain in the late eighteenth century to deal 
i 
with those refugees from the French Revolution who sought her protection. 
The refugees raised two main problems requiring an organised response; 
their potential threat to national security during th~ ideological and 
military struggle with France, and the destitution of some twelve 
thousand transients who were singularly ill-equipped to earn their own 
living. Hence there were two main areas of refugee administrat~on: 
alien control and refugee relief. The latter provides the focus and 
major part of the thesis, with the refugees appearing. as a special 
sort of poor in the context of contemporary methods of organising 
assistance to the poor in Great Britain. Alien administration, while 
detailing .the other major administrative response to the influx of 
French, also provides a valuable contrast with the organisation of 
relief. 
The study comprehends French refugees in England, Jersey and the 
Mediterranean, and the administrative agencies which dealt with them: 
.. 
the Alien Office and various private and official relief organisations. 
The discussion of the agencies concentrates on their structural 
' 
development, the relationship between various levels of administration, 
·" 
expenditure, administrativ~ practices, the development of auxiliary 
services and the relationship between the British administrators and 
the refugee community. These are placed in the context of late 
eighteenth century administrative change, assistance to the local poor, 
and the development of refugee administration in Great Britain between 
1685 and 1945. 
ii 
. It thereby demonstrates how ad hoc responses to. p
articular problems 
and circumstances led the British central bureaucra
cy into immigration 
control, and the enlargement of a government's disb
ursement of public 
money for the protection of a disadvantaged group 
in society. It adds 
to our knowledge of two departments of state, the T
reasury and the 
Home Office, ·and illustrates the elements of contin
uity and change in 
the transition from eighteenth to nineteenth centu
ry administration. 
iii 
PREFACE 
· The material on which the thesis is based includes many letters 
and memorials from the French refugees. Their educational backgrounds 
no doubt ' varied considerably; many of their communications were 
verbose, with poor penmanship and grarmnar. When quoting them and 
others, .I have tried to reproduce their work as nearly as possible, 
using (sic) sparingly, rather than to make radical ·alterations. 
Grammarians or not, their ability to write at all makes them a 
particularly well-documented group among the poor. 
In obtaining this material, 1~ owe a debt to the staff in various 
libraries and archives in Australian and the United Kingdom, but 
particularly to those in the Menzies Library, the National Library of 
Australia, the British Library, the National Library of Scotland, the 
National Maritime Museum, the Westminster Diocesan Archives, the Sociite 
Jersiaise and most of all, the Public Record Office. I would like to 
give special thanks to Mr ,Raymond Falle of the States of Jersey Library 
for his kind help. 
I wish to thank Dominic Bellenger, Peter Cahalan, Mary Ellen 
Condon, Sister Kathleen Connell, _Agn~s King, Andree Lawrey, J.T. 
Murley and Marjorie Wilkinson for their kind permission to read their 
... 
theses. 
A thesis is an endurance test, and there are many who have helped 
me to stay the course. I am grateful to my supervisors, Oliver MacDonagh 
l 
and ~arry Smith, w~ose support and suggestions have been invaluable. I 
would like to thank Phyllis Langley·, Barbara Williamson, Rosemary Drury 
and Loi~ Simms who have worked hard to produce the final .typescript. 
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am , ebted to t ve hel 
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" 
C 
ABBREVIATIONS 
From the Public Record Office: 
A.O. 
F.O. 
H.O. 
P.C. 
P.R.O. 
T. 
w.o. 
· Others: 
Add. Ms/s 
C.R.O. 
N.L.S. 
N.M.M. 
S.J. 
W.D .• A. 
Audit Office' 
Foreign Office 
Home Office 
Privy Council 
Public Record Office 
Treasury 
War Office 
Additional Manu,cript/s 
County Record Office 
Natiqnal Library of 
Scotland 
National Maritime 
Museum 
Sociite Jersiaise 
Westminister Diocesan 
Archives 
V 
LONDON 
• • R~O/NQ 
WINCHESTIER 
• SOUTflAMPTON 
GUERNS~Y .,..-, 
. '-"'O 
qc::z 
GREAT 
'YARMOVr.H 
SOULOGNE 
... 
PARIS 
• 
SOUTH ENGLAND AND THE CHANNEL. PORTS 
< 
.... 
1 
INTRODUCTION 
I 
This thesis is a study of administrative structures and practices 
developed by Great Britain in the late eighteenth century Lo deal with 
those refugees from the French Revolution who sought her protection. 
The refugees raised two main problems requiring an organised response: 
their potential threat to national security during the ideological and 
military struggle with France, and the destitution of several thousand 
transients who were singularly ill-equipped to earn their own living. 
The second problem was linked with the first, for relieving the destitute 
served as both a propaganda weapon .against the Revolution, and a means 
of forestalling any temptation for the refugees to turn against their 
hosts to ingratiate themselves with the new regime at home. Hence my 
thesis deals with two main areas of refugee administration: the relief 
and control of aliens. Refugee relief provides the focus and major part 
of the thesis, with the refugees appearing as a special sort of poor in 
the context of contemporary methods of organising assistance to the poor 
in Great Britain. Alien administration, while detailing the other major 
ad~nistrative response to the influx of French, also provides a valuable 
co~trast with the organi~ation of relief. 
A study of this kind has much to offer those interested in British 
administrative history. It demonstrates how ad hoc responses to 
particular problems and circumstances led ~ritain's central bureaucracy 
into immigration control, and the enlargement of a government's 
disbursement of public money for the protection of a disadvantaged 
group, in a period when the prevailing 'small government' philosophy 
normally restrained such involvement. A comparison of the development 
2 
of alien administration and refugee relief shows how the closeness of 
an issue to the perceived responsibilities of the government can 
influence a~nistrative structures au'd practices, and determine 
whether policy initiatives are generated within or without the civil 
service. The study adds to our knowledge of the operations of two 
departments of state, the Treasury and the Some Office; here and 
els:ewhere it illustrates the elements of continuity and change in the 
transition from etshteenth century to nineteenth century administration. 
Pinally, it shows how refugee administration at the close of the 
eighteenth century forms part of a pattern of responses to selected 
refugee movements from the late seventeenth century onwards • 
..... 
• The thesis covers the period from the first departure of 
refugees from France to Great Britain and elsewhere after the fall of 
the Bastille, to the Treaty of Amiens in 1802, when the majority of 
the refugees returned to France. The major concentration is on the 
period from 1792 to 1802, which marked the development of refugee 
administrat~on from its beginnings to a plateau of 'steady state' 
administration, where the essential features were set and the number 
of refugees was fairly stable. Although the thesis is about admiDt-
.. 1 
stration rather than the refugees, their nature, needs, attitudes and 
1There have been several studies of the French refugees in Great Britain. 
Of the major ones, three concentrate on the clergy: F.X. Plasse, Le ClergE 
Francais Refugi' en Angleterre 2 vols (Paris, 1886) is scholarly and still 
essential reading; Dominic Terrence Joseph Bellenger, 'The French 
ecclesiastical exiles in England, 1789-1815' (Ph.D., Cambridge University, 
1977) contains a comprehensive bibliography and bibliographical survey on 
the subject; and Kathleen Connell, 'The Breton refugee clergy in exile 
on the Channel Island of Jersey - 1792-1801' (Ph.D., St John's University, 
New York, 1971) discusses in detail an aspect not covered by Dr Bellenger. 
St:f.11 the most comprehensive work is E.M. Wilkinson, 'French 4migrt!a in 
England, 1789-1802; their reception and impact on English life', (I.Litt., 
Oxford Uni'111eraity, 1952). MaTgeTy Weiner, The French Exiles 1789-1815 
(London, 1960) was written for a popular readership, witho~~ scholarly 
appa~atu,-, but is based on primary sources and offers a sofid bibliography. 
3 
behaviour helped to shape the administration which dealt with them. 
Thus the refugees, while not the focus of the thesis, people its pages, 
and show the personal dimension of social administration. 
The scope of the thesis is det~rmined, mainly by _adlJlinistrative 
boundaries. It is a study of specific administrative agencies and · 
refugee groups. The agencies and their client~le all came eventually 
under the jurisdiction and funding of the British government, as 
represented by Westminster, Whitehall and the court of St James. The 
inclusion of the Alien Office is a matter of course, as this was the 
. . 
sole agency responsible for the control of aliens in Great Britain, 
a term I use here in its specific geographical sense as meaning England, 
Scotland and Wales. Jersey, though under the English crown, used its 
constitutional right to pass and enforce its own alien laws. 2 
The boundaries of relief administration need more explanation. 
I have not attempted to deal with all refugees who received direct or 
.. 
indirect assistance from the British government or charitable 
organisations. The thesis contains little on those who were employed 
3 by the British government, such as the ~migr~ soldiers and secret agents, 
2see Chapter 4, pp. 118-20. Presumably the· Isle of Man had the same right, 
but it did not experience an influx of aliens as Jersey did. 
3ne military ,migr~s are dealt with in ten~ Bittard des Portes, L'Exil 
et la Guerre: les ~migres a cocarde noire en Angleterre, dans les 
!!' vinces Belges, en Hollande et a Quiberon (Paris, 1908); and Mrs ~rgan 
John O'Connell (ed.), The Last Colonel of the Irish Bri ade: Colonel 
O'Connell and the old Irish life at home and abroad 1st pub. 1892; Cork, 
1977) prints a number of letters dealing with the Irish Brigades. The 
Windham Papers and the Puisaye Papers in the British Library are probably 
the best manuscript sources .on the ,migr4 regiments. For a brief discussion 
of the military fmigr~s, see below pp. 50-1, 62-3. There are a number of 
studies on the ~migr~ agents in British pay, iacluding Harvey Mitchell, 
The Under round War A ainst Revolutionar France (Oxford, 1965); Andrf 
Lebon, L Angleterre et l' migration Francaise de 1794 l 1801 (Paris, 1882); 
and Agnes King, 'The relations of the Brltish Government with the dmigr~s 
and Royalists of western France, 1793-5' (Ph.D., University of London, 1931). 
4 
or on the Bourbon pensioners. The selection of refugee groups and 
relief agencies is centred on Wilmot's Committee,4 the largest agency, 
which was founded as a philanthropic body to raise and administer f1.nids 
for the relief of the French refugee clergy in England and J~rsey. In 
1793 the British government agreed to fund it, and ·thereafter passed 
! 
to it administrative, financial or auditing responsibilities for several 
other groups of French refugees: the laity in England, formerly supported 
by another charitable organisation; the Toulonese and Corsican evacuees, 
. 
I ·s 6 initially under the care of Sir Gilbert Elliot; and those St Domingans 
judged by the St Domingo Claims Board to be entitled to British pensions • 
.,, 
The Toulonese, Corsicans and St Domingans have not been included in any 
previous studies of British relief to the French. 7 Studying Wilmot's 
Committee, and those refugees and .1;elief aJencies which .came within 
. 
its field of operations, enables us to see a gradual centralisation 
4The committee was kncMn by several names throughout its life. Initially 
its formal title was 'Connnittee for the relief of the suffering clergy 
of France, refugees in the British dominions', and it was often referred 
to as the 'Committee at Freemasons' Tavern', after its meeting place. 
When it came under government auspices, it was known as _the 'Committee 
for the relief of the suffering clergy and laity of France'. I have 
chosen to refer to it by another of its names, 'Wilmot's Committee', 
after the name of its chairman~ for the sake of brevity and uniformity • 
.. 
5 (1751-1814), first Baron and later first Earl of Minto. He was one of 
the first of the Whigs to support the government when the Whigs split 
over the French Revolution (see Chapter 1). As Civil Commissioner in 
Toulon (1793), Viceroy of Corsica (1794-6) and Minister Plenipotentiary 
in Vienna (1799-1801) he had considerable contact with the Toulonese 
evacuees. He was later Govemor-General of India from 1807 to 1813: 
Dictionary of National Biography (hereafter D.N.B.) vi, pp. 673-5. 
6They were mainly property-owners, and not necessarily resident at the 
time of the e\facuation in 1798. 
7The definition of the Corsicans as 'French' is arguable, but the 
government ~nd its agencies treated them as French for the purposes 
of grant:fng .. relief. 
5 
of administration by a process of subsumation and government directive. 
· The French refugees in Ireland have not been included in the thesis. 
Quite apart f.rom the paucity of evidence on them, they fall outside the 
system of administration described in the thesis. Ireland had a separate 
legislature and civil service until the Act of Union came into effect on 
8 1 January 1801. It passed and administered its own Alien Act and would 
have been responsible for any government relief initiatives, although I 
know of no,"e. The refugees in Ireland never came within the ambit of 
Wilmot's Committee, which _specifi cally excluded them from its 
jurisdiction.9 Indeed, this exclusion is one of the few pieces of 
evidence to show that there were French refugees in Ireland. Moreover, 
they were not included in the general. grants made by the British 
government. Although these refugees were not included in the mainstream 
of Britain's refugee admin~stration, I have made ,reference to Ireland at 
appropriate points wherever possible. The French refugees in the 
British West Indies have also been excluded, as they did not come 
within the ambit of Wilmot's Committee, and were of peripheral interest 
' 
to the British government. Most of the St Domingans, who are included, 
resided in Great Britain. 
. 
The thesis is set out in four parts: the first discusses the 
background to contemporary British administration, and the refugee 
problem; the second deals with alien legislation and administration; 
the third and major part concerns refugee relief; the fourth provides 
perspective and concludes the thesis. In Part III, Chapters 5 to 9 
are arranged chronologically, chapter divisions ~eing mostly by 
8And the civil service was slow to change even then, judging by Chapter 1 
of R.B. McDowell, The Irish Administration 1801-1914 (London, 1964). 
9J. Wilmot and T. Glyn to C. Long, 29 Nov. 1800, T.93/4, pp. 55-6. 
6 
administrative body. Chapters 5 and 6 form a single chronological 
segment, separated mainly for reasons of length. Chapter 10 places 
the development of refugee relief in the context of contemporary 
philanthropy, and poor relief. In Part IV Chapter 11 examines British 
administrative respons_es to oher refugee groups, while the Conclusion 
sums up the findings on refugee administration as a whole. 
PART I: ADMINISTRATION AND REFUGEES 
7 
CHAPTER 1 
THE ADMINISTRATIVE BACKGROUND 
1792 was an important year in Great Britain for ref~gee admini-
stration, as it saw ~oth the genesis of the 1793 Alien Act, on which 
subsequent alien administration was based, and the first attempts to 
organise relief for the peak influx of French refugees. It was also 
a watershed in British politics and administration, for it marked the 
beginnings of a major political regrouping, and the end of the peace-
time phase of William Pitt's1 first administration. In this chapter 
I shall discuss briefly the state of British. politics in 1792, the 
impact of the 'Economical Reform' movement on British administration 
in the late eig .teenth century, and the structure and functions of the 
Treasury and the Home Office, as these factors set the scene for the 
development of refugee administration. 
I 
Will~am Pitt was Prime Minister for most of the pertod of fhia 
study. By 1792 his ministry was dominated by a triumvirate: himself 
as Chancellor of the Exchequer and First Lord of the Treasury; Henry 
1(1759-1806), second son of William Pitt, ' first Earl of Chatham. Pitt 
became Chancellor of the Exchequer under th~ Earl of Shelburne in Juiy 
1782 and formed his own ministry in December 1783 at the age of twenty-
four. He had minimal support in the Commons, and was defeated 
repeatedly by the Opposition majo~ity, but refused to resign until 1784; 
when he won the general ~tec tion convincingly. His ability as a 
politician and financial aJministrator won him continued support in 
Parliament which he kept, apart from the threat of the Regency crisis 
of 1788, until he resigned in 1801 over his disagreement with George III 
over Roman Catholic relief in Ireland. He resumed office in 1804 and 
held it until his death in January 1806. See D.N.B. xv, pp. 1253-71. 
2 
Dundas, Hmne Secretary and Pit t 's closest friend and political 
associate; and Lord Grenv~_ile, 3 Foreign Secretary and Pitt's first 
cousin. Richard Willis de3cribes these three, 'surrounded by D 
penumbra of adainistrative specialists', as the 'essential nexus of 
4 decision-making'. Thus the Treasuey and the Home Off ice, the two 
departments which later had the greatest responsibility for refugee 
admiuistration, were headed by two of the three most influential 
politicians. 
The main group opposing the government, the Whigs, was led by 
5 6 the Duke of Portland, with Charles James Fox &s its greatest 
8 
luminary. It was the largest political grouping in Westminster, but 
by 1792 it had been out of power for nearly a decade, and the looming 
2(1742-1811), created first Viscount Melville in 1802. He was 
Solicitor-General for Scotland in 1766, M.P. for Midlothian for most 
of 1774-90 and M.P. for Edinburgh 1790-1802. Dundas served as Lord 
Advocate 1775-83, Treasurer of the Navy 1782-3 and 1784-1800, Home 
Secretary 1791-4, President of the Board of Control 1793-1801, 
Secretary for War 1794-1801 and First Lord of the Adllliralty 1804-5. 
In 1806 he was impeached for corruption, declared negligent and 
acquitted. He carried a great deal of political influence in Scotland. 
See ibid.,vi,PP• 186-91. 
3wi111am Wyndham Grenville, Baron Grenville (1759-1834), . Chief Secretary 
for Ireland 1782-3; Paytnaster-General 1784; Home Secretary 1789-90; 
President of the Board of Control 1790-3; and Foreign Secretary 1791-
1801. He resigned with Pitt in 1801, but refused to rejoin him in 1804. 
He was •Prime Minist.er in the ministry of 'All the Talents' in 1806-7: 
ibid., viii, pp. 576-81. 
4llichard E. Willis, 'Cabinet politics and executive policy making 
procedures, 1794-1801', Albion, vii, no. 1, 1974, p. 8. 
5william Henry Cavendish Bentinck, third Duke of Portland (1738-1809), 
Lord Lieutenant of Ireland 1782; Prime Minister 1783; joined in 
coalition with Pitt in 1794; Home Secretary 1794-1801; Lord 
President of the Council 1801-6; and Prime Minister 1807-9: D.N.B. 
11, pp. 302-4. 
,, 
6(1749-1806), Foreign Secretary 1782; joint Secretary of State in the 
• Fox-North coalition of 1783; and Foreign Secretary under Grenville 
1806. Despite the brevity of his ministerial career, he was a striking 
political figure, through his great personal charm and his powers of 
oratory. He was for some time a close friend of the Prince of Wales, 
thus earning the dislike of George III, who disapproved of Pox's 
profligate mode of living. He was probably Pitt's gxeatest political 
opponent. See ibid.,vii, pp. 535-51. 
9 
issue of the French Revolution threatened its unity. There were two 
main factions in the party: the conservative aristocrats, exemplified 
by Portland and Earl 
8 
7 Fitzwilliam, and the reformers, such as Charles 
Grey and Richard Brinsley 9 Sheridan. A key figure in the growing 
schism was .Edmund Burke. 10 At the outbreak of the French Revolution 
his political career was in decline, and he had become an isolated 
figure in the party. 
the French Revolution. 
Burke was an early and vehement opponent of 
I. 
His stance and the publication in 1790 of 
his influential Reflections on the Revolution in France did much to 
restore his public standing with the Tory nation, especi~lly as events 
in France in 1791-2 seemed to justify his interpretation of the 
Revolution, but alienated the reformers. The Portland Whigs were 
7 William Wentworth Fitzwilliam, second Earl Fitzwilliam (1748-1833), 
nephew and heir of the Marquis of Rockingham. In' 1794 he joined the 
coalition as President of the Council, and was then appointed Lord 
Lieutenant of Ireland. He took up his post in January 1795, but was 
soon recalled, following his abrupt dismissal of several members of 
the incumbent Irish administration (see E.A. Smith, Whig Principles 
and Party Politics: Earl Fitzwilliam and the Whig Party 1748-1833 
(Manchester, 1975), Chapter 7). He was appointed Lord Lieutenant of 
the West Riding of Yorkshire in 1798 and President of the Council 
1806-7: D.N.B. vii, pp. 235-7. 
8(1764-1848), later second Earl Grey, Viscount Howick and Baron Grey, 
M.P. for Northumberland 1786-1807 and Appleby 1807; first Lord of 
the Admiralty 1806; Foreign Secretary 1806-7; and Prime Minister 
1831-4. He was a foundation member of the radical Society of the 
Friends of the People in 1792. See ibid., viii, pp. 616-22. 
9(1751-1816), dramatist and parliamentary orator; 
Foreign Affairs 1782; Secretary to the Treasury 
of the Navy 1806-7: ibid., xviii, pp. 78-85. 
Under Secretary for 
1783; and Treasurer 
l0(1729-1797), lawyer, orator, politican and political writer. He was 
M.P. for Wendover 1764-74, M.P. for Bristol 1774-80, M.P. for Malton 
(Yorkshire) 1781-94. He held office as Paymaster General of the Forces 
in 1782 and 1783: ibid., iii, pp. 345-~5. Burke was born in Ireland 
of Protestant father and catholic mother. He was raised in the 
Established •Church, but had considerable sympa~hy for the Catholic and 
Irish cause. Connor Cruise O'Brien sees Burkes Irish background as a 
major factor shaping his antipathy to the French Revolution: see his 
introduction to Edmund Burke, Reflections on the Revolution in France 
edited and introduced by Connor Cruise O'Brien (1st pub. 1790; 
Harm~ndsworth 1968) pp. 30-41 and the biographical note PP• 77-81. 
. , 
10 
in fundamental agreement with Burke, but embarrassed by his vehemence, 
and dismayed by his break with his great friend Fox on the issue of 
the Revolution. Fox was ambivalent in his pronouncements. By mid-1792 
he had become identified with the more radical Whigs, without yet 
destroying the personal attachment of Whigs such as Portland and 
Fitzwilliam. The more the Revolution became an issue, however, the 
more difficult his position became. 
The difficulties within the party as a whole were exacerbated 
in the autumn and winter of 1792-3 by the emergence of a further group 
among the Whigs, known a~ the 'Third Party'. This group, headed by 
11 12 William Windham, Sir Gilbert Elliot and Lord Malmesbury, strongly 
opposed the French Revolution and advocated support of the government 
in any measures directed against the Revolution or British radicals. 
In the same period events in France increased the divergence between 
the radical and conservative elements of the Whigs, and led to a 
struggle between Fox and the embryo 'Third Party' for the allegiance 
of the Duke of Portland. Chapter 3 shows how Pitt used the Alien 
Bill and anti-radical measures to widen this division. 
11 
British administration in the 1790s showed a mixture of the 
continuity of eighteenth century ~administrative practices, the 
11(1750-1810), M.P. for Norwich 1784-1802. He served as Secretary 
at War in the coalition govemment 1794-1801. He was a friend of 
Dr Johnson and Burke, and helped William Cobbett to found the 
Political Register: D.N.B. xxi, PP• 643-6. 
12James Harris, Baron Malmesbury (1746-1820), created first Ear.1 of 
Malmesbury in 1800. He was a career diplomat, who served as 
Ambassador to St Petersburg (J.777-82) and The Hague (1784-8). He 
led the abortive peace mission to France in 1796-7. Malmesbury and 
Elliot married sisters, Harriet Mary and Anna Maria Amyand, of 
Huguenot extraction: ibid., ix, PP• 8-9. 
11 
emergence of features associated with Economical Reform and the 
faint foreshadowing of developments of the nineteenth century . It 
followed a seminal period of administrative change in Britain's 
central bureaucracy. The crucial phase of Economical Reform was 
1780-83, when discontent with the mismanagement of the war with the 
American colonies found an outlet in criticisms of the haphazard and 
expensive accumulation of administrative traditions and practices 
which formed Britain's central bureaucracy. The driving force behind 
reform was the desire to improve the economy, efficiency and probity 
of the civil service and perhaps thereby to assert parliament's power 
to influence the conduct ·of the executive and the Civil Service. 
The most important single step had been taken ih 1780 when Lord 
North13 established the Commission for Examining Public Accounts~ 
North's was a pre-emptive movP to recapture the initiative in 
administrative reform; 14 Lord Shelburne had already 
proposed a committee of enquiry into public finance, and Burke had 
• 
advocated reforms to reduce the influence of the Crown and the 
executive. The enquiry sponsored by North improved upon Shelburne's 
proposal in two respects: the Commission, whose members had financial 
and legal experience, was independent of parliament and the civil 
service, while being able to call on the latter's expertise; and 
its terms of reference required it to recommend ways to remedy 
weaknesses and abuses. The Commission made fifteen reports over 
13,rederick North (1732-1792), later second Earl ' of Guilford, Prime 
Minister 1770-82 and a principal in the Fox-North coalition of 1783: 
ibid., iv, pp. 604-9. 
14sir William Petty, second Earl of Shelburne (1737-1805), later 
first Marquis of Lansdowne. He led the party formerly headed by 
William Pitt, Earl of Chatham. He became Britain's ~irst Home 
Secretary in 1782, under Rockingham, whom he succeeded as Prime 
Minister in that year, but he lost power to the Fox-North coalition 
• in 1783: ibid., xv, pp. 1005-12. 
12 
the next seven years, foreshadowing some of the most important reforms 
. 
of the succeeding decades: consolidation of like functions in one 
office, abolition of sinecures, abolition of payment by fee and 
15 improvement of the audit. The effect of these reforms on refugee 
administration was evident, partly by t he avoidance of old practices 
in the new institutions, and partly by the use of the Audit Office to 
16 tighten accounting procedures. 
Few of the Commissioners' recommendations broke new ground, but 
the principles enunciated had far-reaching implications for the nature 
of British public administration. One of the most important was the 
principle that the public interest was distinct from and had priority 
over the private ownership of public office and the right to its 
perquisites. Through its recommendations the Connnission was defining 
the notion that a government official's duty was to serve the public, 
that he should perform that service himself, and that he should be 
paid a salary based on his service, not on his office or function. 
Thus revenue was defined clearly as belonging to the public, and no 
office-holdhr should hold claim to any portion of it. Similarly, ,no 
office was to be held freehold or in life tenancy by its incumbent; 
. 
it was the government's, to fill at its pleasure. 
Another feature of Economical Reform was the growing demand of 
parliamentarians to be better-informed on departmental business and 
hence better able to scrutinise performance of specified duties and 
lSRenry Roseveare, The Treasury; the evolution of a British institution 
(London, 1969), pp. 119-25; Peter D.G. Thomas, Lord North (London, 1976), 
p. 105; John Norris, Shelburne and Reform (London, 1963), pp. 115-20, 
199-202; J.E.D. Binney, British Public Finance and Administration 
1774-92 (Oxford, 1.958), pp. 8-15, 264, . 282. See ibid., PP• 14-1S for a 
summary of the recommendations. 
16see below, PP• 13-15 .• 
to institute changes. One result was the setting up of coDDJ1issions 
or committees to examine problem areas in public administration and 
13 
to recommend reforms. The Commission for Examining the Accounts again 
led the way, to ~e followed by the Connnission for Enquiring into Fees 
in the Public Offices in 1785, and the House of Commons' Select 
Committees on Finance which reported in 1782, 1786, 1791 and 1797. 
Pitt was able to suppress for several years the report of the Commissioners 
17 for Enquiring into Fees, but the Select Committees reported to the 
House of Commons, so that their reports and recommendations became 
public. The 1797 report was perhaps the most interesting. Pressure 
18 from parliament forced Pitt to set it up; this reflected the growing 
interest and expertise of members in administrative matters, and their 
determination to be kept informed. The Committee members' increasing 
. experience enabled them to investigate thoroughly, and their thirty-
six reports included the first 'really adequate statement of current 
19 
revenue and expenditure'. Such reports gave information and 
ammunition to those politicians of a reforming bent who were prepared 
to tackle the intricacies of public finance and administration. · 
Audit reform may serve to illustrate some of the features of 
administrative change after 1780. 
. 20 
Pitt's Audit Act of 1785 abolished 
the offices of the two Auditors of the Imprest anr replaced them~ .ha 
) 
board of five Audit Commissioners, _who gained additional powers to 
. summon accountants, to examine them under oath and to call for any 
21 , of their papers. The improved scrutiny of the accountants work, 
17ninney, Finance and Administration, P• 17. 
lSibid., p. 282. 
19 Ibid., p. 19. 
2025 Geo. III, Cap. 52. 
21Bim'ley, Finance and Administration, PP• 204-5. 
• 14 
and the calling in of accounts annually, tightened procedures. The 
Auditors of the Imprest had been sinecurists, holding office under 
- . 
Letters Patent and being paid by fee. They were compensated for 
the loss of the latter, Pitt preferring this to his more usual method 
of abolishing an of fice on the death of its incumbent. The new 
Commissioners could not delegate their duties, held their office on 
good behaviour and were paid by salary, as were their clerks, who 
had formerly been paid by fee. The Commissioners' papers were held 
22 to be Crown property. The reforms were sorely needed: Burke had 
pointed out in 1780 that the lack of an annual accoun~ing and audit 
system meant that no Treasurer could estimate accurately government 
23 income or expenditure in any one year. Shelburne and the 
Commissioners for Examining the Public Accounts had suggested r~fom 
measures.
24 Pitt adopted the idea of payment by fee, but not the 
Comxnissioners' key recommendation that expenditure should be checked 
not only to verify that it had been made, but also that it had been 
25 ' 
spent on its designated purposes. He also left intact the cumbersome 
machinery of the Exchequer and made no provision for reporting to 
parliament. As a result, the measure did speed the audit and regulate 
. . 
the status of the auditors, but was not particularly effective other-
wise; further reforms were effected by a succession of Audit Acts 
22surke put a similar clause in his act regulating the office of the 
Paymaster-General, as otherwise it was common practice for the 
archives of an office to be held as private papers: ibid., pp. 156-7. 
231oaevea~e, Treasury: evolution; P• 125. 
241orris, Shelbume and Reform, P• 220. 
25Binnay, :r:t.nance and Administration. P• 202. 
15 
over the next twenty years. 26 Reform was thus slow and unco-ordtnated, 
but moving in the directions suggeeted by Economical Reform. 
Audit reform reflects something of Pitt's style of administration. 
He developed his approach to reform in the 1780s, when his ministry 
lacked parliamentary support, and he had to feel his way cautiously. 
He tended to concentrate on one problem at a time, often synthesizing 
or developing the ideas of others to make an existing system function 
more simply and smoothly. He rationalised where he could, one step 
at a time, and retreated in the face of strong opposition. His approach 
was essentially piecemeal, effecting small rather th~n wholesale reforms • 
. Yet there was little else that he could do, given the political 
constraints under which he worked and the weight of traditional 
financial and administrative practices and the pcrwerful interes t g 
that thrived on them. When given the opportunity, he could show an 
impressive grasp of intricate financial ·and administrative detail, 
· . 27 
as :1 , ~ his Consolidation Act of 1787. He also displayed courage 
and innovative ability in his scheme to reduce the Nationa~ Debt by 
creating a sinking fund in which surplus revenue would be used to 
redeem portions of the National Debt28 and his introduction of the 
income tax in 1798. Pitt's standing as a financial administrator, 
the relative lack of corruption under his ministry, and his excellent 
26The most itnportant were those of 1794, 1799, 1801, 1805 and 1806: 
Archibald s. P'oord, 'The waning of "The Influence of the Crown"', 
English Historical Review, lxii, Oct. 1947, P• 491. The above section 
on audit reform is based mainly on ibid.; John Ehrman, The Younger 
Pitt: the years of acclaim (London, 1969), PP • 300-2; Binney, 
Finance an ~ Administration, pp. 202-8; Roseveare, Tr&asug: evol~tion, 
p. 125; and Lord Bridges, The Treasu!X (1st Pub. 1964; nd edn, 
London, 1966), p. 25. 
2727 Geo. III, cap. 13. On customs reforms and the Consolidation Act 
see Ehrman, Pitt, pp. 269-73; Binney, Finance and Administration, 
PP• 109-10; Bridges, Treasury, p.25; and Sir John Craig, A History 
of Red Tape: an account of the origin and development of the Civil 
Service (London, 1955), p. 97. 
28sinney, Finance ~nd Administration, PP• 110-15; Ehrman, Pitt, pp. 260-9. 
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relations with the City's merchants and financiers brought the 
. 29 government a new reputation for probity and expertise. 
Pitt's greatest achievements were in the financial rather than 
the administrative field, and in peacetime rather than wartime. 
Through the Consolidation Act, t~king Fund and his audit 
measu~es, he managed to increase revenll'e-,-30 reduce the National 
Debt and improve public accounting - all peacetime measures. From 
1792, however, Pitt and his ministers, although politically more 
secure, had to govern in a changed political and administrative 
climate. Their alarm at the direction· the Revolution was taking in 
France, and their fears that it might incite revolution in Britain, 
caused them to tum against parliamentary reform and to take repressive 
measures against political dissent. Civil liberties are often a vexed 
and divisive issue in time of national or ideological warfare, and 
this was so in the 1790s. Pitt's measures drew approval from many 
erstwhile opponents, thus strengthening his political position, but 
they alienated proponents of parliamentary reform and civil. liberties, in 
and out of parliament. The political lines of battle were ' redrawn 
even before France declared war in February 1793, as the circumstances 
surrounding the passing of the 1793 Alien Act clearly show, and the 
. 
attacks on Pitt and his policies were fierce and constant, if not 
particularly effective. 
The government's fear of political dissidence, together with the 
' ' 
constant demands of wa~time administration, meant that decisions had 
to be made quickly and under pressure, often resulting in ad hoc 
29
--.oeaveare, Treasury: evolution, P• l2S. 
JOSee Ehrman, Pitt, PP• 273-6. 
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arrangements that might bring unforeseen consequences. Pitt had to 
venture outside his speciality of financial management, because 
administrative reorganisation of inefficient structures and cumbersome 
. 
procedures, and the development of effective strategy and tactics, were 
imperative if Great Britain were to survive the French onslaught. In 
these circumstances, Pitt's piecemeal approach, and preference for 
' 
'tidying up' affairs in limited areas t. could be ineffectual and even 
disastrous: his strategy of scattered small-scale attacks on the 
French and his preoccupation with colonial gains rather than a 
consolidated European theatre, cost Great Britain dear. The failure 
to push the war to a speedy and successfu~ conclusion in tum put 
pressure on Pitt's domestic management. The escalating cost of the 
war and the disruption to trade ruined Pitt's most ambitious scheme, 
the reduction of the National Debt, while the financial crisis of 1797 
showed that he could be wlnerable even in his speciality - financial 
management. Even so, he , rose to the occasior! by introducing the income 
tax in 1798, and in the long haul, the continuity, stability, and low 
cost of Britain's bureaucracy under Pitt did much to aid the British 
war effort. The development of refugee administration under Pitt shows · 
a pattern of ad hoc responses to' specific p~oblems, followed by periodic 
rationalisltions, in Pitt's favourite mode. These responses were shaped 
' 
by wartime press~es, the government's pre-occ-ation with wartime 
security, and the slow aggregatiop of administrative change flowing on 
from Economical Reform. 
III 
The government departntents most concerned with refugee 
administration from 1792 were the Treasury and the Home Office, 
18 
although the War Department shared some of the burden from 1794 to 
1796. The Treasury gradually acquired responsibility for the majority 
of French refugees receiving government relief, and had to approve 
all grants administered elsewhere, wh Lle the Home Office had the dual 
role of administering the 1793 Alien Act and overseeing relief to 
several groups. As these two departments piay an important role in 
Ii' 
this study, a brief examination of their structure and functions, with 
emphasis on how they stood in 1792, may be useful. 
In 1792 the effective staff of the Treasury was less than fifty. 31 
John Sainty narrows the staff further to an 'active civil list 
establishment' of twenty-one clerks: seven on the Revenue side and 
twelve on the Expenditure side, together with a copying clerk and one 
with no specific duties; 32 four chief clerks had charge of them. 
Additional to these, but not· 'permanent' officers, were the two joint 
secretaries, and the 'supemumary' and 'extra' clerks, who fluctuated 
33 in number. In 1792 George Rose was the 'Parliamentary• and Charles 
34 Long the 'Financial' Secretary. A board of five lords commissioner 
31J.D. Binney estimates the 'efficient' staff in 1784 at foTty-four 
from a total establishment of fifty-nine: Binney, Finance and 
Administration, p. 170. Additional clerks were probably appointed 
in the interim, due to an increase in business; the war later 
p-rovided further impetus to growth of business and hence of staff: 
J.C. Sainty, Treasury Officials 1660-1870 (London, 1972), p. 12. 
32xbid., p. 11. In 1792 the chief clerks were Thomas Pratt, . who no 
longer attended the office, Thomas Cotton, William Mitfo-rd and George 
Edward Ramus : ibid. , p. 35. 
33 (1744-l818), served as joint Secretary 1784-1801 in Pitt's first 
adainistl'ation and as vice-president of the Board of Trade and joint 
Paymaster-Gene~al 1804-6 in Pitt's second administration. He. was M.P. 
for Launceston in 1784, Lym{ngton in 1788 and Christchurch in 1790-1818. 
See D.N.B., xvii, 226-30. 
34 (1761-1838), later first Bar~amt.orough; served as joint Secretary 
1791-1801. Re was appointed a lord c01lllissioner of the Treasury in 
1804 privy councillor 1805, Secretary of State for Ireland 1806 and 
join~ or sole p8 ymas ter-General 1810-26. He was M. P. for Rye 1789-96, 
Midhurst 1796, Wendover 1802 and Haslemere 1806-26. See ibid., xii, 
pp. 99-100. 
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presided over the whole. The Prime Minister was traditionally the 
First Lord, and Pitt was also Chancellor of the Exchequer. 
The Revenue side and the junior temporary s taff need not concefu 
us here, for only the Expenditure side was concerned with the refugees. 
Under the Treasury refoTinS of 1782, the Expenditure section had been 
divided into six fixed divisions, each specialising in certain areas, 
but much business was shared. A senior and a junior clerk formed the 
nucleus of each division, while subordinate staff varied· according to 
35 the prevailing need. Judging from the surviving correspondence, 
Charles Long, the Financial Secretary, and George Ramus, chief clerk, 
36 handled the bulk of French refugee business at their respective levels. 
The Expenditure side of the Treasury handled all correspondence 
37 and the __ preparation of warrants and other instruments of expenditure. 
It thus came into contact with all civil service agencies, as all 
applications for money passed through the Treasury at some stage. 
The role of the Treasury was to control and account for the expenditure 
• 
of all public monies, to ensure that there were sufficient funds in 
hand to meet demand, and to assign priorities of payment. Refugee 
benefits had a low priority, and payments were usually in arrears; 
this was particularly so during the financial crisis of 1797. 38 
35 
Binney, Finance and Administration, PP• 171-2; Sainty, Treasury 
Officials, p. 11; and Roseveare, Treasury: ewlution, p. 123. 
36see, for example, Minutes 28 April 1796, B .M. Add. Ms 18592, f. 241. 
37Binney, Finance and Administration, p. 172. 
'38 See below, p. 330. 
Although much of the Treasury's work concerned the expenditure of 
other departments, it also arranged payment of sums granted by 
parliament or the executive to persons or agencies not connected 
with other departments. The administration of these grants thus 
20 
fell to the Treasury itself, and formed part of its normal business. 
Included in this category were the payment of pensions and compensation 
for losses. One instance is pertinent to the later involvement of the 
Treasury in French refugee relief: the case of the American Loyalists. 
The government's involvement with American Loyalist claims followed 
an almost classic pattern: first, ad hoc responses to specific approaches; 
then attempts to rationalise administration with the aim of cutting costs 
and developing a system for judging claims; and ending with a programme 
costing more and las~ing longer than envisaged. The .first payments 
were made in 1775-6 to Loyalists who applied to the Treasury or to 
Lord George Germain, the Secretary of State for the Colonies, who was 
sympathetic to their plight. Early in 1777 the Treasury drew up a 
·fornial pension list of about a hundred Loyalists who were .to receive 
an annual pension at a standard rate of £100. The pensions were paid 
quarterly, at the Treasury office, to the Loyalist in person or to an 
agent bearing a signed receipt. The Treasury board met twice a year 
39 to discuss further applications. This continued for the duration 
of the war, although from 1779 the Treasury Lords tried to contain 
rising costs by reducing allowances. by replacing them with once-only 
40 grants in quittance of all claims, or by refusing some claims altogether. 
39See Mary Beth ?!;,cton, The Brltish-Americans: the Loyalist exiles iP: 
· England 1774-1789 (London, 1974), PP• 52-61. 
40 Ibid . • p. 111. 
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In August 1782 the Treasury Lords decided that a review of all 
Loyalist pensions was needed, and Shelburne, then Prime Minister, 
appointed two members of parliame~t, John Eardley Wilmot4l and 
Daniel Parker Coke 42 to conduct the enquiry. 
in October and reported in January 1783. 43 
They commenced work 
Coke's and Wilmot's 
brief to rationalise or finalise payments and to cut costs44 resembled 
those of other parliamentary select committees: to investigate, to 
inform parliament, to make recommendations and to effect economies. 
Coke and Wilmot selected 'the clearly defined criteria of need, 
loyalty and loss' as the basis for awards. This changed payments to 
the Loyalists from a debt claimed by right into a government charity, 
a change which the Loyalists found very difficult to stomach. 45 In 
. 
response, they organised themselves to press for compensation for 
losses, especially in view of the treaty then being negotiated· with 
46 • the United States. A Compensation Act of July 1783 established 
41 (1750-1815), later changed his name to Eardley-Wilmot. He was 
educated at Westminster and University College, oxford, and served 
as a master in chancery, and as M.P. for Tiverton 1776-84 and Coventry 
1784-96. He opposed the government over the war with the American 
colonies, but generally supported Pitt after 1784: See D.N.B., xxi, 
pp. 540-1; and Esmond Wright, 'The Loyalists in Britain', in Esmond 
Wright (ed.), A Tug of Loyalties: Anglo-American relations 1765-85 
(London, 1975), p. 9. Wilmot is a major character in this thesis, 
as he was chairman of Wilmot's Committee from 1792-1806. Unfortunately, 
little is known of his life, as he does not appear to have left many 
private papers. The Wilmot Papers in the Derby Library do not include 
his correspondence. An obituary appeared in Gentleman's Magazine, 
1815, pt 11, pp. 83-4. . 
42 (1745-1825), barrister and M.P. for Derby .1775-80 and Nottingharo 1780-
1812. He was an independent Tory: D.N.B., iv, PP• 684-S; Wright, 
'Loyalists in Britain', PP• 9-10. 
43Norton, British-Americans, PP• 114-S~ 119. 
44wright, 'Loyalists in Britain', P• 9. 
45rorton, British-Americans, P• 121. 
46tbid. , pp • 186-91. 
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a five-member commission, the CoDDDission for Enquiring into the Losses. 
Services and Claims of the American Loyalists (her, ,!ter referred to as 
the Am,.;rican Loyalist Claims Couunis~ion)~7 r.oke and Wilmot served as 
CoDDDissioners, the latter being the only member to ~~rve through the 
entire enquiry. 48 
Some preliminary payments were made in 1785. but Pitt presented 
his plan for final settlement to parliament on 6 June 1788, proposing 
settlement in full of claims up to ·£10,000 and partial payment according 
to a sliding scale on claims over tl0,000. 49 The Commission's final 
report in 1790 showed that £3,033,019 was awarded to 2,291 Loyali~ts, 
• 
although this represented only thirty-seven percent of their claims; 
50 
a further 343 claimants received nothing. Thia was a conaid~reble 
expenditure of time and money for a cost-cutting exercise originally 
· 51 · 
expected to take two or three months. 
The case of the American Loyalists was not directly analagous 
to that of the French refugees, except perhaps those from St Domingo, 
as the French had no claim to compensation from the British and were 
thus dependent on their own resources and British charity. One 
important parallel can be drawn, however. In setting up the American 
.. 
Loyalis~ Claims Commission, the government had created a body outside 
47For details of the Commission see: John Eardley-Wilmot, Historical 
View of the Commission for Enquiring into the Losses, Services, and 
Claims, of the American Loyalists (London, 1815); Norton, British-
Americans, esp. pp. 114-21 and Chapter 7; and Wright, 'Loyalists in 
Britain', pp. 8-17. 
48 Ibid., pp. 11-12. 
49Ho~toD British-Americans, PP• 213-4. Coke and Wilmot were distressed 
b the' commutation of their recommended amounts: ibid., P• 214. y ' 
50 bid 2l6 ESlllOnd Wright sets the settlement at £3,292,452 and 1 
•' P• h • t 1 B-ritish expenditure on Loyalists at home and abroad estimates t e to a 1 1 B it 1 , 12 at seven Dlillion pounds: Wright, 'Loya ists n r 8 n , P• • 
5111,id., PP. 10, 12 .,, 
.. 
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the Treasury to investigate claims, and
 to make recommendations which 
the Treasury would use as a basis for i
ts decisions. This freed the 
Treasury from direct contact with the p
light and importunities of the 
Loyalists. 
. 
It reached a similar arrangement, by a 
different route, in 
relief to the French. Another importa
nt link was in personnel, for in 
\ 
1792 Wilmot, in his private capacity, b
ecame chairman of the Dl8jor 
. 
char! table organisation for the relief 
of the French. He retained 
that. positioµ, as it passed increasingl
y under Treasury control,until , 
his resignation in 1806. His experienc
e with the American Loyalist 
Claims Commission was reflected in some
 of the administrative practices 
,, 
adopted by Wilmot's Committee.
52 Robert Mackenzie, one of his fellow 
53 · 
Commissioners, later became a commis
sioner on the St Domingo Claims 
Board.54 
Payments to the American Loyalists wer
e appropriated under 
miscellaneous supply grants, and supple
mented by advances from the 
I 
Civil List funds. Appropriations to re
pay the Civil List for advances 
·55 
to grants would then be made the follow
ing year. The latter arrange-
ment allowed for fluctuations in disbur
sements, and meant an interest-
free loan from the Civil List to public
 funds. Most payments to the 
French refugees were made under the sam
e arrangements,
56 
although those 
S7 
in the Channel Isles were paid from war
 extraordinaries until 1796. 
52ror a discussion of this point, see below, p
. 276. 
53Norton, British-Americans, P• 211. 
54see below, p. 337. 
5511nney, Finance and Admirtistratio~, PP• 137
-8. 
S65ee Treasury 
Minutes 12 Dec, 1793, T.29/66, pp. 252-3; a
nd Great 
Britain, Accounts ~nd Papers, xxxv, 1868-9
, pp. 448-9. 
' 57De Bed~e, de Monti and de Vez~ to Prin
ce de Bouillon, 23 Aug. 1796, 
W.0.1/921; pp. 61i-21. 
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From 1799 the appropriations for the French and the American Loyalists 
were lumped together, and in the long term the Treasury amalgamated 
thP lists of the few remaining French and American pensio~ers. 58 
Finally, it may be useful to outline the Treasury's usual mode 
of disbursing public monies; it has not been possible to document 
financial transactions between the Treasury and the agencies for the 
relief of French refugees, but there is no reason to suppose it differed 
from normal practice. The Treasury first issued an instrument, usually 
a warrant, authorising payment of a grant to a particular department, 
agency or person. This instrument was sent to the Auditor of the 
' 
Receipt of the Exchequer, who prepared and signed an ~rder for payment 
of the stipulated amount. I~ some cases the orders were countersigned 
by the lords commissioner. The order was then lodged with the Auditor. 
No money was paid out until the Treasury sent the Auditor a Letter of 
Direction, usually signed by the Financial Secretary, which authorised 
actual payment, and specified the revenue fund or funds from which the 
money was to be drawn. A single warrant might occasion several Letters 
of Direction, or one Letter might cover several warrants. It was the 
Treasury's responsibility to ensure that there were sufficient funds 
~ 59 
in hand to meet the demand, and to assign priorities of payments. 
This cumbersome process, and the low priority accorded to refugee 
relief grants, go a long way to explain the constant arrears of grants 
to the French which bedevilled the relief administration. 
58 h E il p 223· and 'Account of Thomas Crafer See Weiner, Frenc x es, • , n Paymaster ••• • for the year ending 31 March 1837, A.0.3/276, unf. 
59This is a rather simplified version ~f the processes involved. For 
the more detailed account on which it is based, see Binney, Finance 
and Administration, PP• 172-6. 
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IV 
In 1792 the Home Office as such had been i i n ex stence only since 
the separation of foreign and domestic business a decade before.60 
lt effective establishment was very small: two under secretaries, 61 
a chief clerk, eleven clerks and a pr,cis writer. The Home Secretary 
presided, assisted _by a private secretary. The office was tiny: the 
Home Secretary, Henry Dundas, and the Under Secretaries, Evan Nepean62 
63 
and John King, each had a room, while the clerks shared · a room. 
The chief clerk64 and two or three senior clerks had separate desks, 
65 while the rest sat at a long table. 
60Between 1768 and 1782 there had been three secretaries of· state. 
Two of them shared domestic matters and divided foreign affairs 
between th~m, their two offices being known as the 'Northern' and 
'Southern' [European] Departments. The third secretary handled 
colonial business. In 1782 this position was abolished, and the 
work of the three offices rearranged into two: the Foreign Office, 
with charge of foreign affairs, and the Home Office, responsible 
· for all domestic and colonial business: see J .c. Sainty, Home Office 
Officials 1782-1870 (London, 1975), p. 1. 
61There was a third under secretary, as a temporary arrangement, from 
December 1791 to August 1792. John King was appointed initially to 
stand in for Evan Nepean while the latter was abroad, but continued 
in office after Nepean's return. The number returned to two when 
Scrape Bernard left office in August 1792: see ibid., p. 3. 
62 (1751-1822), created a baronet ' in 1802. He was Under Secretary 
1 April 1782 to 11 July 1794, when he became Under Secretary for War. 
In 1795 he was appointed Secretary of the Admiralty. He served 
briefly as Chief Secretary for Ireland in 1804, and was Governor of 
Bombay 1812-19. See ibid., p. 56; and D.N.B., xiv, pp. 222-3. 
63He was Under Secretary from 3 December 1791 until 18 February 1806, 
when he moved to the Treasury as Secretary. His brother, Dr Walker 
King (see below, p. 93), was one of Burke's closest friends, and a 
member of Wilmot's Committee. John King was also part of the Burke 
circle. See R.R. Nelson, The Home Office, 1782-1801 (Durham, N.C., 
1969), p. 34; and Sainty, Home Office Officials, p. 53. 
64W1lliam Pollock, chief clerk 1 June 1782 - 15 February 1816: ibid., 
P• 57. 
65Meleon, Home Office, PP• 6576. 
26 
'11le Home Secretary read most of the office's correspondence, 
indicated the substance of the more important letters, such as those 
to the King and Cabinet, signed all letters to heads of civil service 
departments, and functionaries abroad, and signed most letters to 
correspondents outside the civil service, such as local government 
66 officials and private citizens. Normally the two Under Secretaries 
were respectively 'Parliamentary' and 'Permanent'. Although both 
officers were appointed by the Home Secretary, the latter was more 
likely to remain through a change in incumbent. Nepean was 'Permanent' 
Under Secretary from April 1782 until 11 July 1794; King served as an 
additional and then as an associate 'Permanent' Under Secretary from 
3 December 1791 until Nepean's departure, and remained in office until 
shortly after Pitt's death in 1806. There was no 'Parliamentary' Under 
67 Secretary from August 1792 to July 1794. Nepean and King between 
them held the position of 'Permanent' Under Secretary from 1782 until 
1806, under twelve different Home Secretaries, thus lending great 
stability to the Home Office. In this capacity they fulfilled the 
directions of the Home Secretary, drafted most of the correspondence, 
some under instruction from the Secretary, signed most Qf the letters 
to other departments, and managed the finances an~ personnel of the 
68 
office. 
The Home office had been created as part of Economical Reform, 
and was reorganised in 1795 in a further round of reforms when two 
important steps were taken. First, salaries were paid under t~e 
66Ibid., pp. 39, 67-8, 71. 
67see Sainty, Home Office Officials, P• 13. 
68Helson, Home Office, PP• 39, 67-S. 
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Civil List instead of from the personal funds of the Home Secretary. 
This put the officers under ·parliamentary jurisdiction, and made them 
servants of the state rather than the Crown. 69 Secondly, the financial 
structure was reorganiseJ. so that the office accounts, those of the 
police offices and colonial officials, and any proposed disbursements 
to citizens, had to be submitted to the Treasury for approval. The 
70 Treasury in tum referred many claims to the Home Secretary for advice. 
As a corollary, accounting records became the prop.erty of the 
71 government instead of the Chief Clerk, as formerly. By these 
measures, the Home Office was more firmly defined as a public office 
under parliamentary control, rather than as merely administrative 
support for an office of the Crown; these reforms also had an impact 
72 
on the development of the Alien Office. 
The concentration of domesti~ affairs in' the hands of one 
department was a crucial stage in Great Britain's political and 
administrative development. To be effective, it needed reliable 
, 
information on what was happening in the kingdom, as it might be 
necessary to act on this information. The Home Office thus became 
closely involved in two related issues: public order and public 
welfare. 
the Rome Office's primary interest in public order was reflected 
in its sponsorship of the militia, the main instrument for suppressing 
local riots; its fostering of the embryo police forces, which later 
69Ibid., p. 157. 
70tbid., PP• 7, 69. 
71Ibid., P• 158. 
72see below, PP• 128, 157• 
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assumed the major role in maintaining public order; and its develop-
ment of a domestic intelligence system. 73 To do these things 
effect~ 
the magistracy ••. 
~~ to develop closer links with local government, 
lees of the peace, fo·r these were the 
major source~ of information and means of social control throughout 
the nation. 
The advent and example of the French Revolution stimulated the 
public order role of the Home Office, while the outbreak of war with 
France in February 1793 added the need for counter-intelligence 
operations against French agents and suspected fifth columnists • 
. 
The development of alien administration clearly belongs in this context. 
The Alien Office was an institution created to counter foreign 
subversives, just as the establishment of seven police offices 
additional to Bow Street under the 1792 Middlesex Justices Act was 
designed to counte~ radicalism and popular disturbances as well as 
criminal activities. 74 There were personnel links between the Alien 
Office, the police offices and the secret service, and there is some 
evidence that the Alien Office was used as · a cover ' for domestic 
espionage. 75 The 1793 Alien Act thus belongs with other anti-
subversive measures of the 1790s, such as the 1793 Traitorous 
Correspondence Act, the 1795 Seditious Meetings Act, the 1795 
' 
Treasonable Practices Act and the suspension of Habeas Corpus in 1794 . 
The public welfare aspect of the Home Office was bound up with 
that of public order, but ,was later in origin and less clear-cut. 
Most popular disturbances had their origins in food ~hortages, low 
73see ibid., pp. 103-6, 114-22. 
74
5
ee Chapter 2 ~fa forthcoming book by J. Ann Hone on radicalism in 
London 179.6-1821. 
• 
75tbid. Also, see below, PP• 161-4. 
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income or unemployment, rather than in purely political grievances. 
On occasion the Home Office tried to forestall possible unrest, as 
~ 
when it co-ordinated the distribution of corn during the shortages 
in 1794. , To do this successfully it had to be aware of sources of 
discontent, and hence in some measure of living and working conditions; 
it gained such information through its ·connections with local government 
officials, magistrates and justices of the peace. I suggest that the 
collection and centralisation of such information by the Home Office 
brought the poverty and appalling circumstances of many Britons to 
the attention of the executive and parliament, and made these problems 
' harder to ignore in the growing moral and religious revival of the 
nineteenth century. Alien administration played a small part in 
this process, as it engendered further contact between the Home Office 
and local officials. It also strengthened links between the Home Office 
and the Customs service, and thus contributed to the domestic 
co-ordinating role of the developing Home Office in the 1790s. 
* * .• * * * * 
I wish to conclude this discussion on late eighteenth centuey 
British administration by foreshadowing my intention to touch on a 
subject mo're usually associated with nineteenth century administrative 
history: th 
76 This study is too early for Benthamism government grow • 
76'1'he literature on this subject is itself a growth industry., The 
current debate began with two works by Oliver MacDonagh: A Pattern 
of Government Growth 1800-1860: the Passenger Acts and their 
enforcement (London, 1961) and 'The nineteenth century re
1
w1
19
u
5
ti
8
on in 
Ppraisal' Historical Journal, i, no. , , pp. government: a rea ' f Av Di " i hi 52-6 7 which reviewed the earlier theories o • • ceJ n s 
' h n 1 t .ion between Law and Public O inion in En land Lectures u on t e ne a p i lid th Century (London . 1905). Henry arr s rep e during the Nineteen _ , 
••• /over 
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to be a significant factor, or fo r the moral and political climate 
of the 1S30s to be pertinent, but it is a case of the extension of 
govemment intervention in a welfare field, and a small growth in 
one part of the central bureaucracy. By examining why and how these 
took place, some suggestions can be made as h b to ow ureaucratic growth 
occurred in the nineteen~h century, and how limits were placed on 
expansion of the central government. 
76 (continued). 
with 'The nineteenth-century revolution in government: a reappraisal 
reappraised', Historical Journal, iii, no • . l, 1960, pp. 17-37 and . 
Constitutional Bureaucracy: the development of British central 
administration since the eighteenth century (London, 1969), and the 
lists were open. Some of the more important contributions are: 
David Roberts, Victorian Origins of the British Welfare State (Yale, · 
1960); J. Hart, 'Nineteenth-century social reform: a Tory inter-
pretation of history', Past and Present, xxxi, July , 1965, pp. ·39-61; , 
Valerie Cromwell, 'Interpretations of nineteenth-century administration: 
an analysis', Victorian Studies, ix, no. 3, March 1966, pp. 245-54: 
and (as editor) Revolution or Evolution: British government in the 
nineteenth century (London, 1977); William Lubenow, The Politics o,f 
Government Growth: early Victorian attitudes toward State intervention 
(Newton Abbott, 1971); G.illian Sutherland (ed.), Studies in the .Growth 
of Nineteenth-Century Government (London, 1972); .and to complete the 
circle Oliver MacDonagh, Early Victorian Government 1830-1870 (London, 
1977).' An additional early, but still standard, work is Emmeline w. , ~. 
Cohen, 'lbe Growth of the British Civil Service 1780-1939 (1st pub. 1941), 
repr. London, 1965). 
, 
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CHAPTER 2 
THE EtfiGRATION AND THE REFUGEES 
The French refugees were not a pa~ticularly large gtoup, but the 
difficult~s which ·the British faced were common ones for a host nation. 
Refugee movemetlts are difficult to control at any time, and were probably 
• 
more 99 then than now, as eighteenth century administrators had to work 
withiin the constraints of a small-scale bureaucracy, limited funds, a 
lack of systemised records on the refugees involved, and no aids such 
as photography and fingerprinting. There was no international system 
of passports, and not even an agreed definition of an 'alien'. The 
French emigration itself, in fact, helped the development of the concept 
of natfenal~~y. On the one hand the Fren~ .government had to consider 
to whom the term 'fmigre' could be jlpplied, which meant that they had 
to determine who was or was not French. On the other hand, when the 
British government had to decide whether ~omeone was an alien, it might 
first have to determine whether or not he was British. 
The problem of controlling aliens is often exacerbated during 
wartime, particularly in the case of enemy aliens, such as the French, 
. ~~ . 
for national security becomes of paramount importance. Great Britain 
was in a better position than most, because she has no land borders, 
I 
but the prevalence of ~muggling shows how difficult it was to police 
the coastline. Once within the host nation's borders, refugees pose 
~ 
further woblems of whether to settle them ~lsewhere, to keep them 
within a special area such as a refugee camp, or to allow t?em to _mingle 
with the general population. 
The problem of refugee subsistence then arises. Should the refugees 
be ignored, and left to fend for thems~lves? In effect, this is often 
; 
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the case for small groups of refugees, or those who fail to attract public 
sympathy• However, this might be dangerous in the case of enemy aliens or 
large groups of refugees, if they were tempted to support themselves by 
subversive or criminal activities. Alternatives might be to provide 
employment opportunities for the refugees, or some form of assistance 
in cash or kind. But who should tender this assistance? Should it be 
individuals, organiaed charity, or a public institution, severally or 
together, and in which of their varied manifestations? 
A host nation thus faces a number of decisions in dealing with a 
refugee group. The major choice is between action and inaction; prior 
to 1793 the latter predominated in the field of alien control in Great 
Britain. It would also be fair to say that co-ordinated welfare action 
was confined to aid for selected refugee groups only; individuals, 0· 
small groups and those who lacked appeal to the charitable were dependent 
on their own resources. The responses adopted by a host nation are 
shaped by the nature and traditions of its private and public institutions, 
its social and political attitudes and its financial capacity and 
generosity; these factors are discussed in the course of the thesis. 
But its responses are also shaped by the size and composition of the 
refugee influx, the nature of the refugees and their reasons for exile. 
The purpose of this chapter is to sketch in broad terms the_ French 
emigration, the influx into Britain, some of its demographic aspects 
and those features of the refugees that influenced their reception and 
~ 
the subsequent administrative response. 
I 
The first emigrants left France in the 'Great Fear' of July-August 
1789, which followed the fall of the Bastille. Most were members of the 
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nobility. According to Godechot, they left conspicuously, took funds 
wit~ them, and expected their absence to be of short duration. 1 
Sufficient numbers arrived in London to attract the attention of the 
press and publtc , and The Times soon carried reports of their 
participation in the London social scene. 2 The march of the Parisiennes 
on Versailles on 5 and 6 October caused further flights from France, 
including some army officers, higher clergy and members of the Constituent 
Assembly, although new arrivals in London continued to be mainly nob .:me~ 
3 . 
and women. The Due d 1 Orleans' visit to England in October 1789 attracted 
.. 
considerable attention in, as well a~ some hostility from, the press. 4 
Orleans joined his fellow-countrymen in enjoying_ London society. 
The attacks on privilege by the National Assembly that followed 
the popular disturbances were a further incentive to emigration. The 
abolition of feudal dues, the reorganisation of the civil service and 
the administration of justice, the nationalisation of Church property, 
the Declaration of Rights and the erosion of the Royal prerogative, 
attacked the French 'establishment' on all fronts and foreshadowed 
enormous social, political and economic change. Moreover, the first 
great military insurrections, especially that at Nancy in August 1790, 
initiated a military emigration. Most military emigrants, however, went 
1 Jacques Godechot, '!be Counter-Revolution_: doctrine and action 1789-1804 
trans. Salvator Attanasio (Eng. edn, London, 1792), P• 143. 
2The Times 18, 20, 30 July, 4, 6, 20, 22 Aug. 1789. See also T. Somers 
· Cocks to w. Miles, 25 Aug. 1789, William Augustus Miles, '!'he Correspondence 
of William Augustus Miles on the French Ravolution 1789-1817 ed. Rev. 
Charles Popham Miles, 2 vols (London, 1890), i, P• 127. 
3'1'he Times 20 Oct. 1789; Godechot, ' _9ounte~-'Revolution; p. 143; E.M. 
Wilkinson, 'French ~migr,s', PP• 4-7. 
4see, for example, The Time,!_ 1 Feb. 1790. 
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to Piedmont or Savoy, to be close to the French royal Princes at Turin. 
Few went to England, and even they were counterbalanced by · some earlier 
arrivals returning to France to safeguard their ·property. 5 
'nle emigration from France increased in 1791. 1be mili taey 
emigration was heavy, with the early emigres who had congregated around 
the royal princes putting pressure on those who remained, by p~orpncla1 
and accusations of cowardice and self-interest.6 Insubordination within 
the army, the newly-instituted practice of electing officers, and a new 
oath of allegiance which omitted the King's name alienated the officer 
corps, and by September 1791 two-thirds of it bad left the army and France. 
This situation had its parallel in the navy, which by 1792 had lost half 
of its officer corps through emigration. 7 Again, few from the armed 
forces went to England; most joined the Princes' armies now gathering 
at the frontiers of France. 
The flight of the royal aunts in February and more particularly, 
the flight to Varennes of the King and Queen in June 1791, both stimulated 
the emigration in general, and made deP,arture more difficult and 
hazardous. The Assembly responded quickly and severely with the 
emergency decree of 21 June 1791, which ordered the arrest of all 
SM J Sydenham The French Revolution (London, 1965), pp• 54-9; Edmund 
B~rke, The Co;respondence of Edmund Burke ed. Alfred Cobban and Robert 
A. Smith, vol. vi (Cambridge, 1967), pp. 199n, ~03n; Godechot, Counter-
Revolution, p. 143; Wilkinson, 'French imigr,s, PP• 9-1~. 
6Ibid 17· Madame de La Tour du Pin, Memoirs of Madame de La Tour 
du Pi~ !d. a~d trans. Felice Harcourt (Eng. edn, London, 1969), p. 155; 
Godechot, . Counter-Revolution, P• 143. 
7 A History of the British Army 13 vols (London, 
Ibid.; J .w. Fortescue, The New Cambridge Modern History ed. A. Goodwin, 
1899-1930), iv, PP• 20~149;71) P 185 (hereafter N.C.M.H.).; Sydenham, vol. viii (Cambridge, , • 
French Revolution, p. 90 • 
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those caught leaving France or smuggling out money or weapons. 8 nie 
. 
emigration was increasing daily, and Britain received its share of 
fugitives. In July, Lady Malmesbury9 entertained M. de Champcenay, 
the former governor of the Tuileries, who had escaped hours before 
tit 
the decree was enforced. She told her sister, Lady Elliot, 10 that 
i' 
men escaped France in small boats, under fire. There were then eight 
or ten members of the Breton pal'liament in Ramsey, 11 part of the 
growing number of office-bearers who had fled France. Further laws 
of 9 July and 6 August threatened the propeTty of ,migr4s who failed 
12 to return. 
After a lull in the autumn, when the political situation 
stabilised temporarily and the laws against the emigres were revoked, 
the militant posture of the emigre groups gathered at the frontiers ~ 
caused a legislative reaction ·against them in the newly-formed 
Legislative Assembly. By the decree of 9 November 1791, the 4migre 
groups were ordered to disperse or return by 1 January 1792 on penalty 
of death and confiscation of property; and officials abroad were 
13 · 
stripped of their posts. On 1 January 1792 exit passports were 
~ 
~reel Ragon, La Legislation sur les ~migres 1789-1825 (Paris, 1904), 
pp. 18-19; Wilkinson, 'French emigres, p. 19. 
9Bol'l1 Harriet Mary Amyand. Married James Harris, Baron Malmesbury, 
later first Earl of Malmesbury : see above, P• 10. 
lOBom Anna Maria Amyand. Married Sir Gilbert Elliot, later first 
Earl of Minto: see above, P· !O. 
llLad Malmesbury to Lady Elliot, 19 July 1791, Countess of Minto (ed.), 
y f Sir Gilbert Elliot First Earl of Minto from 1751 
Life and Letters o 9 (h ft Minto) to 1806 3 vols (London, 1874), i, P• 38 erea er . • 
12wilkinaon, 'French ,m:1gr,e', P • 20 • 
l3Bapm, Legislation, PP• 33-4• 
... 
made compulsory; on 9 February the es tates of ~migr4s who had 
failed_ to re turn were confiscated ; and on 10 March, penalties were 
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impos·ed on the properties of those who had returned. In response to these 
measures and to the increasing danger of remaining in France, the emigration 
reached epidemic proportions, with Brussels, Jersey and the Rhineland 
as the most popular destinations. 14 
The growing conflict between the state and the Roman Catholic Church 
in France began to affect the emigration in 1791. Although welcomed by 
some sections of the Church, the July 1790 Civil Constitution of the 
Clergy was condemned by many of the bishops. By the decree of 20 November 
1790, the clergy were compelled to swear allegiance to the constitution, or . 
lose their benefices. For many, this decision caused a crisis of conscience. 
Opposition to the oath, and to the interference of the state in Church 
affairs, was led by the bishops, with Brittany the foremost area of 
resistance. Papal briefs to the bishops on 10 March and 13 April 1791 
condemning the oath and the actions of the French government reinforced this 
15 
resistance. The majority of the bishops emigrated in 1791. By the law 
of 29 November 1791 the ~egislative Assembly tried to weaken .the stand of 
• 
the refractory clergy by ~ing the oath less obnoxious to consoienoe., 
whilst imposing severe penalties for non-canpliance: loss of ecclesiastical 
pensions , possible eviction f ran · residence, and imprisonment if convicted . 
of creating a disturbance. By a further law of 27 May 1792, a priest might 
be banished if denounced by 'twenty citizens, or by one citizen in cases where 
16 
an offence could be proved against the priest. 
14 iii 697 1 Wilkinson, 'French emigr,s', PP• 18-23. !bid., p. 38; N.C.M.H., V , P• 
15 iii pp. 688-90; Kathleen Connell, 'Breton D-14. , pp. 33-41 N.C.M.H., V , 
ref ugee· clergy', pp. 75-6. 
. . 
16N.C.M.I., viii, pp. 697-8; Wilkinson, 'French imigr,s'- • p. 45. 
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The exodus from France of both clergy d l · · an ai ty increased rapidly 
early in 1 79 2 , until land border crossings in ·the north and east were made , 
more difficult by the outbreak of war between France and Austria in Aprii.17 
These difficulties diverted some of the flow to Britain. The military 
emigration had waned, and priests formed an increasing pxoportion of the 
fugitives. .En<Jland and the Channel Islands, especially Jersey, received 
many provincial nobles and non-juring clergy from western France. 
The attraction of the Channel as a quick escape route from western France 
was amply demon~trated in September, when the peak wave of the emigration 
to Britain was precipitated by events in France. 
The attack on the Tuileries on 10 August was the key to the period 
of chaos and terror which followed. The popular and radical Paris commune 
had taken the initiative from the Legislative Assembly. Monarchy in any 
form was ended. The allied army of Austria, Prussia and the French 
9:>yalists, led by the Duke of Brunswick, _had invaded F.rench territory and 
was marching ·· towards Paris. The Legislative Assembly in its last days, 
.. 
rent with faction fighting, unable to control the Paris mob, and threatened 
by Brunswick• s armies, pa~sed a series of drastic measures on fe~dalism, 
inheritance, ,mig~ property, civil marriage and divorce, and the clergy. 
The decree nost affecting the e~gration to Britain was that of 26 August, 
which forced • voluntary exile or compulsoey deportation' on the non-
18 juring clergy. 
The climate of fear in Paris throughout August found expression 
Of 2 to 7 September, when over 011e thousand prisoners in the massac.res 
17 Godechot, Counter-Revolution, PP• 142 , 144 · 
18. 6 N.C.M.H., viii, p. 70 • 
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from Parisian gaols were slaughtered. 19 In the panic stimulated by the 
invading armies, the unrest in the pr_ovince_s and the massacres of August 
and September in Paris, a mass exodus from France took place, its numbers 
swelled by the departing clergy. 
Britain received a large share of the ecclesiastical emigration
4 
The incldence ·of non-juring clergy was particularly high in western France, 
and most of those leaving Brittany, Normandy and Picardy went to Britain. 
Others from the interior chose to leave through the Channel ports of 
Rouen, Dieppe and Le Havre, believing that they would get better treatment 
from officials there than .at other control points. Even for those who 
wanted to go to other destinations, it could be safer to leave quickly through 
. 
the Atlantic ports and proceed via England to their desired destination, 
1 h h th . t f t' 20 than to trave t r~ug France to e appropria e ron ier. Customs 
reports in The Times on 16 and 23 October gave an estimate of nearly four 
thousand arrivals in England from 30 August to 13 October 1792. 21 
The emigration to Britain slackened during October. Some of the 
refugees stayed only briefly in England, and departed for the Low Countries 
and Germany as quickly as possible. 22 In November a new~ of refugees 
begcm arriving, mainly at the south-east ports of Dover, Harwich and 
Yarmouth from Belgium and H~lland. on 20 September the French .Bevolutionary 
19Alfre4 Cobban, A H!,ftO!X oj ?(.Odem !'ranee 3 vols (3rd edn, Harmondsworth, 
1963-70), i, p. 502. 
20 Abbe Baston, •oues de L•Abb' Baston Chanoine de Rou~tn ed. Abbe Julien 
Loth and ch. verger, 3 vols (Paris, 1897-9), ii, p. 13. · 
' 21The estimate seems reasonable, but the figures in the report are 
th sub-totals do not tally with the total, and sane 
unreliable, ais et i The estimate does not include refugees in figures are g ven w ce. 
the Channel Islands. 
22auton, ~moires, ii, P• 13 1 
19 Sept. 1792, H.0.42/21, f. 
Miles, correSPODdence, i, P• 
Bishop of St Pol de ?Aon to H. Dundas, 
5721 Lodge to Miles, 19 Sept. 1792, 
332. • . 
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armies defeated Brunswick's forces at Valmy and forced them to retreat. 
tmigre families fled before the advancin9 French andes. As Lord Aucklan423 
wrote fran The Hague, 'The numerous emigrants and their families have no 
b 24 longer any prospect ut that of beggary and despair'. 
September had also seen the abolition of the monarchy in France, and 
the French occupation of Savoy and Nice. In October the French army under 
cust~ne crossed the ro-iine and occupied Frankfurt. In November France's 
General oumouriez defeated the Austrians at Jemappes, and the French 
annies invaded the Austrian N~~erlands and captured Brussels. The French 
emigres who had taken up residenc~ there were caught by surprise, and fled 
in panic. Madame de La Tour du Pin25 described the scene in her memoirs: 
It is difficult to convey. an idea of the tumult and panic 
which then overtook all those poor people in their haste 
to get away. The whole night was spent packing the few 
belongings they had with them and at daybreak every available 
boat,carri~ge and wagon was hired' at an extortionate price 
to carry them to Liege and Maestricht. The wisest, and 
those most plentifully supplied with funds, decided to cross 
to England. 26 
The French dislodged from the Austrian Netherlands were joined by a 
new sort of emigrant to England: officers from the retreat~ng armies of 
23william Eden, first Baron Auckland (1744-1814), lawyer, statesman and 
diplomat. He negotiated the 1786 canmercial treaty with France, and was 
ambassador extraordinary at The Hague 179~-3: D.N.B., vi, pp. 362-4. 
24Lor4 Auckland to sir Morton Eden, 9 Oct. 1792, Lord Auckland, ~ 
Journal and correspondence of William Eden, Lord Auckland ed. Bishop of 
Bath and Wells, 4 vols (London, 1860-2), ii, P• 453. 
2SHenriett• tucie, Marquise de La Tour du Pin Gouvernet (1770-1853). 
·As a member of the Dillon family, she was related to the Archbishop 
of Narbonne, Lord Dillon and the Jerninghams: La Tour du Pin, Memirs. 
26 
Ibid., p. 166. 
40 
the French Princes. 
.... 
On 12 November the customs officer at Dover report
ed 
'that about Four hundred French Emigrants includin
g many Officers from the 
Princes' Army have arrived at this place from Oste
nd since the 1st 
27 
Instant.• The number of arrivals at Harwich inc
reased dramatically: 
I 
at least seven hundred French passengers from Holl
and arrived at 
Harwich between 12 November and 27 December 1792, 
according to custans 
28 , 
estimates. On 29 and 30 December, 353 French pa
ssengers, 'all come from 
the Army of the French Princes~ and, in a deplorab
le situation most of 
them', arrived at Gravesend fran Rotterdam.
29 
The wave of emigration which began in November 179
2 is distinguishable 
from that of August to October on several counts. 
Prior to November, , 
most refugees came directly from France and landed
 mainly on the 
southern coast of England or in the Channel Island
s. From November, 
the refugees can be seen as part of a secondary m
igration, as most had 
originally fled to sanewhere other than Britain. 
They left from the 
Austrian Netherlands and landed mainly on the east
ern coast of E_ngland 
30 
from Yarmouth to Dover, with Harwich the most cam
non port of arrival. 
The canposition of the re~ugee groups changed. Bef
ore August 1792 
the refugees were mainly non-military nobles and t
heir entourages, 
lawyers, administrators and politicians, though with 
a growing number 
27P. Newport to c. Long, 12 Nov. 1792, H.0.42/22, f. 
358. 
28 -...:11 Harwich customs, a, 27
 Dec. 1792, H.0.42/23, 
Report• from w. cruwuer, 
ff. 342, 587. 
29 t E [Nepean?), 1 Jan. 1793, H.o.l/1, unf. Report
 of A. Sabery, 
J. Hume O • 7
93 ibid J 
1 Jan. 1793, enclosed in Hume to[?], 2 Jan. 1 , .; 
• 
Lind to Nepean, 29 Dec. 1792, H.0.42/23, f. 594. 
30Theae cate ories omit Dover and Gravesend, which rec
eived refugees 
9 
.aved more refugees in the first period, and 
throughout; Dover rece ... 
Gravesend more in the second. 
41 
of clergy. The wave of August to October 179~ 
, was predominantly 
ecclesiastical. The ~migrEs from the Princes' armies made their 
first appearance in November, and were the dotninant group for several 
months; they continued to be so up until at least 1797, as th~y were 
the most mobile of the refugees, and travelled to and from Britain in 
response to the fluctuations of the Allied campaigns. 31 
· Great Britain received few emigrants directly from France after 
the end of 1792, but this is not to say that the emigration from France 
had ~lackened. According to Donald Greer, fewer French emigrated before 
1 January 1793 than after. 32 This is accounted for by a heavy migration · 
of the third estate from eastern France in 1793 •. Apart from an influx 
of refugees, some of them returned ~migr,s, after Fructidor in 1797, 
the later emigration had little direct effect on Great Britain. Instead, 
the pattern was one of secondary migration, as the peripatetic soldiers 
and restless priests or aristocrats passed to or from the Continent, 
or used England as a staging post for other destinations. particulatly 
the Americas. 33 The success of French arms and diplomacy also reduced 
the scope of asylums available to the refu3ees in Europe, as in 
Bonaparte's Italian campaign of 1796-7, and the expulsion of French 
emigrants from Berne (1796), Geneva (1798) and Hamburg (1798) at ~he 
31'ftle observations re 1792-3 are based mainly on the customs officers' 
reports in H.O. 42/22-3 and H.O. 1/1 •. See Chapter 4 for details of 
the later emigratio4. 
32Donald Greer, The Incidence of the Emigration during the, French 
.Rewlution (1st pub. 1951; repr. Gloucester, Mass •• 1966). 
33 i that about 3 600 French clergy left Bri~ain Abbe Lubersac est mates 1792 • d !S02· Abb~ de Lubersac 1 i h vens between an • ' for a temat ve a Religieux de !'Emigration et Deportation au Journal Historigue et _ - . 1802) 
Clerge de France en Angleterre (Lond0n, • 
I . ,. 
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behest of the French government. 34 The majority of refugees, whe_ther 
early or late, settled in England or the Channel Islands, with small 
colonies ~r scattered individuals in Scotland, Wales and Ireland. The 
emigration in the Mediterranean and the West Indies must also be 
considered, as some of the participants passed into the care of the 
British govemment. 
II 
No one who has written on the French refugees in Great Britain 
. 
has yet been able to give a precise breakdown on the chronology, numbers 
and composition of the emigration there. There are no adequate or 
reliable statistics available either on total numbers within the kingdom 
or of numbers on relief. I have incorporc, -~ ~ost avai;able estimates 
in their chronological and administrative contexts, so that they are 
scattered through the text of this study. It is possible, however, to 
I 
make some broad generalisations on the demog1:aphic features of the 
emigration to Great Britain, supported by a few tables reserved for 
that purpose. 
My own estimate is that there was a maximum of 13,000 refugees . 
in Great Britain and Ireland at any one time, but up to twice as many 
35 · 
may have set foot there in 1789-1815. I would expect the numbers resident 
to have been highest about 1798, following Fructidor, and allowing for 
the disbandment of sone of the ,m1gre corps. The latter form one of 
34w. Wickham to Lord Grenville, 14 July 1796, William Wickham, 1!:!!_ 
Corres ondence of the Ri t Honorable William Wickham ed. William 
Wickham, 2 vols London, 1870), i, pp. 41S-6; '!be Times 1, 15 March 
1798. 
351 concur with Marjorie Wilkinson's estimate of appn;;ximately 12,000 
in England and Jersey (see Wilkinson, 'French ,migNs', pp. ii-vii), 
and have allowed for an unknown number, certainly no more than a few 
. hundred, in Ireland. 
• 
• • 
• 
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the least determinable variables, as it is difficult to say how many 
were in Britain at any one time, and they are not usually included in 
the estimates available. 
Statistics are least adequate during the c ,L ~y years of the 
emigration. By the end of 1792 there were over four thousand refugees in 
Jersey: a survey made in October 1792 showed 4,0 26 emigrants, composed 
of 2,944 clergy and 1,082 laity, 36 and these figures probably rose in 
the next two months. At the end of 1792 there were probably four or 
five thousand in England, of whom about three thousand were clergy. 37 
By February 1793 there were thought to be about six thousand refugees 
in and around London. 38 
These figures are obviously highly speculative, but more accurate 
ones can be given for refugees receiving relief in Great Britain and 
Jersey in March 1795, as this is one of the few months for which I 
have a complete set of figures. 39 
36The survey is discussed in' detail on PP• 58-9. 
37or Bellenger gives this estimate for the clergy: Bellenger., 'French 
ecclesiastical exiles', p. v. Dr Walker K:l.ng of Wilmot's Committee 
thought there were about 2.000 clergy in £ngland. by 17 September 1792 
(see below, p. 94). Some 4,000 refugees, predotLtin.antly clersr, 
arrived in August-October (see above, p. 38), and hundreds of sioldiers 
arrived in November 1792 - January 1793 (see below• pp .114- 5 ) • An , 
unknown number of departures have to be offset against these a~rivals. 
38see below, p. 117. 
39clergy: Minutes 16 April 1795. B.M. Add. Ms 18592, ff. 111-2; Laity 
in England: T.93/29, p. 34; Laity in Jersey: H.O. 69/39, ff. 6, 8, 
•" 50-4 • . 
I • 
. . 
• • 
• 
Clergy: 
Laity: 
London 
Country 
Winches tet" 
Jersey 
Great Britain -
Men 
Women 
Children 
Servants 
Jersey -
585 
475 
334 
377 
-
1825 
535 
698 
1667 
1851 
Women, Old and Sick 268 
Children and Servants 431 699 
Total in Great Britain and Jersey: 
3705 
2550 
6255 
44 
This also gives figures of 3,899 refugees on relief·in Great Britain, 
and 2,356 in Jersey. 
'lbere are no figures available on numbers not on relief in 
March 1795, but on 9 March ~797 The Times published Alien Office 
estimates of the numbers of refugees in the kingdom; these give a 
better idea of the proport~on then on relief: 
French Clergy, supported by Government 
Lay-People ditto, including women and children 
Clergy, with means or income, about 
Eml.gran ts not supported by Government 
Jersey 
5000 
2950 
500 
3000 
700 
12150 
These figures should be viewed with caution, however, as they are 
obviously rough estimates. 'lbree years later, a 'Return of the 
number of French Emigrants residing in Great Britain made from the 
• 
• • 
• • 
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Registers of the Alien Office 28th of February 1800' showed 5,621 
clergy and 4,153 laity then resident 40 - a less specific but probably 
more accurate estimate than that of 1797. 
III 
Refugee settlement in the British Isles was concentrated in 
London and the Home Counties, and in Jersey. The main path of the 
emigration was from the northem and western provinces of France 
through the Channel Islands and the south-eastern pom:s of England 
to London; many refugees settled en route, but few went far beyond 
London without some specific motivation, ·such as the refugee colony 
41 
organised in Winchester or the forced resettlement in northern 
· England of six ~undred clergy evacuated from Jersey in 1796. 42 
This pattern of settlement is evident in a survey by Wilmot's 
Committee of. French clergy in want of relief on 1 November 1795: 43 
In Jersey 
London 
King's House, Winchester 
Town of Winchester 
Guildford - Surrey 
Farnham - Surrey 
Lewes - Sussex , 
Dover - Kent 
Canterbury - Kent 
Lenham - Kent 
Tunbridge Wells - Kent 
Exeter - Devonshire 
Liverpool - Lancaster 
Nuns French 
Nuns English 
1860 
1719 
635 
168 
62 
78 • 
18 
52 
17 
7 
13 
43 
14 
88 
380 
5154 
4oQuoted by Dr J~hn Douglass, Vicar Apostolic of London: Entry 21 March 
1800, W.D.A., Douglass' Diary 2 vols, ii, p. 13. 
41see below, pp. 210 et seq. 
42see below, pp. 135-7. 
43mnutee 5 Nov. 1795, B.M. Add. Ms 18592, ff. 129-30. I have ~ 
rearranged the order of the list. The English and French nuns 
probably include the Montargis nuns at Bedney Hall: see below, p. 46. 
• 
• 
• • 
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\ 
Refugees receiving relief tended to congregate in areas where they had 
ready nccess to one of the distributors of the dole. 'lbere were similar 
clusters in northern England following the evacuation of Jersey. 
This study deals principally with refugees settled in the above 
areas, and those on relief, so I shall discuss them no further here, 
· but describe those who scattered to northern England, Scotland, Wales 
or Ireland. Their main motive for dispersing was better means of 
support there: family connections, patrons or private employment; 
hence they do not figure prominently in this study • 
Teaching was the most common form of employment, whether in 
insti~utions or privately. The clergy were active in this field, as 
· 44 some of them had taught in France. They were fortunate in that the 
Catholic Relief Act of 1791 had legalised Catholic educatio~ in Great 
B . i 45 rita n. Two of the better known schools set up primarily by the 
French refugees were Stonyhurst in Lancashire and the school at Bodney 
Hall in Norfolk, set •up by the community of Benedictine nuns from 
Montargis. Th~ latter shifted several times before settling in 
46 Princethorp~ in 1833. 
'lhe only detailed regional study on the settlement of the refugees 
. 
~utside southem England and Jersey is one on S~otland by James McGloin • 
. 
He gives brief biographical notes on thirty-nine French refugees living 
. 47 
in Edinburgh, Leith and Musselburgh. Of these, twenty-four were 
•1 
44w.J. Batter.sby, 'The educational work of the French refugees: a 
contribution to the history of education in England', Dublin Beview, 
ccxxiii, no. 446, 1949 , p. 106 • 
· 
45t'bt4., p. 108. , 
46 11>:ld., p. 114. 
4 7 James McGloin, 'Some refugee French clerics and laymen in Scotland, 
1789-1814', Innes Review, xvi, no. 1, 1965, PP• 27-55. 
t • 
• • 
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teachers of some kind, although six of them were teaching outside the 
period of my study. Most of the other refugees d.iscussed in more 
detail were also involved in education. 48 While most t~ught privately, 
some taught 
Academy and 
in establishments such as the Ayr Academy, the Banf f 
the Perth Academy, 49 and in 1794 Pierre Vitrouil de la 
/ 
Grandiere was appointed to teach French at St Andrews University. SO 
Several Frenchmen were attracted to Scotland by the opportunity to 
study medicine there,51 which suggests that they had patrons or private 
n1eans. A further small group of Royalists came to Edinburgh in the 
52 
wake of the Comte d 'Artois, who took up residence in Holyrood Palace 
in 1796. 53 In the absence of evidence to the contrary, it seems likely 
that refugee settlement in Wales and northern England foll.owed the same 
pattern of dispersal according to specific opportunity. 
Refugee settlement in Ireland probably followed a s~milar pattern. 
Means of support was probably even more important than in Great Britain, 
for the _Fr,nch in Ireland fell outside the scope of the British relief 
organisations, and there seems to have been no comparable relief 
48s ee, for · example, ibid. , pp • 31, 35-6, 39. 
49tbid.~ pp. 39, 44-5. 
so . 
Ibid., p. 46. 
51 I Ibid., p. 47. 
· 
52Charles Philippe de Bourbon, Comte d' Artois (1757-1836), youngest 
brother of Louis XVI; succeeded his brother Louis XVIII as Charles X 
in 1824. Artois emigrated immediately after the fall of the Bastille 
and remained an intransigent opponent of the Revolution. The 
Revolution of 1830 cost him his throne, and he returned to Holyrood 
Palace for a second exile: M.J. Sydenham, The First French Republic 
. 1792-1804 (London, 1974), p. 323. 
5 \tcGloin, 'Refugee French ••• in Scotland', p. 28. For an account of 
Artois' circle in Edinburgh see Weiner, French Exiles, pp. 131-4. 
See also A. ·Francis Steuart, The Exiled Bourbons in Scotland: an 
account of their residence at Holyrood during their two emigrations 
(Edinburgh, 1908). 
• 
t • 
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programme in Ir~land.54 Numbers a-re very difficult to ascertain". 
Dr Bellenger quotes Abbe Gregoire's estimate of three hundred French clergy 
in Ii-eland and two hundred in Sco tland. 55 The latter estimate seems rather 
inflated in the light of McGloin's study, and the Irish case may be 
similar. One obvious attraction of Ireland '!!J its prevailing 
Catholicism, and the clergy in particular were assured of a greater 
welcome there than in Great Britain. Another was the familial links 
between the French and the Irish, given that intending Irish clergy 
had to train in France, and that Irish Catholic soldiers, whose religion 
barred them from serving in the British Army, frequently sought 
employment in the French Army, particularly in the famous Irish Brigade. 
Henri Forneron believed that many of the ~migr~s in Ireland were 
descendants of the Jacobite Irish families, known as the 'Wild. Geese', 
who had migrated to France in the late seventeenth and early eighteenth 
56 
centuries. 
This brings us to another problem: how many of the fmigres in 
Ireland were actually Irish, normally· resident in France, .returning 
home? Some were undoubtedly Irish priests and seminarians who had been 
forced to leave France. 57 Others were former members of the Irish 
54The fact that Wilmot's Committee received over £400 from a subscription 
in Dublin (probably the one organised by the Lord Mayor: see Londoe 
Chronicle 18-20 October 1792) , suggests that there wer-e then few French 
clergy in Ireland in need of relief, nor any comparable organisation 
there to attract the funds raised: see below, p. 194. 
551e11enpr, 'French ecclesiastical exiles', p. vii. 
56Benri Forneron, Histoire c,n~rale des im1 r,s endant la Revolution 
Francaise 3 vols Paris, 1884) pp. 62-3. For an account of the Wild 
Gees&• elsewhere, especially Spain, see Micheline Walsh, 'Further Notes 
towards a History of the Womenfolk of the Wild Geese', Irish Sword, v, 
no. 20, Summer 1962, pp. 133-45. 
57w. Benjamin ·Kennedy, 'Catholics in Ireland and the 
:a-ecords of the American Catholic Hiato :lcal ocie 
lxxxv, no • . 3 4, ~974, P• 2 3. 
Brigade. On Christmas Day 1792 Daniel 0'Conne1158 wrote from London 
that 'All the unfortunate young men of that Corps are daily coming 
over here destitute of everything, and have no resource left but 
going to ·11 ve with their friends in Ireland'. 59 
49 
O'Connell was instrumental in persuading the Bx-itish government 
---
to relax th~ prohibition under the Penal Laws against Irish Catholics 
serving in the British army. 60 The Home Secretary, Portland, saw the 
raising of an Irish Brigade as a way 'to make provision for the families 
of the Roman Catholic persuasion, which would not have been liable to 
any exception on the part of the old Protestant interest•. 61 Six 
regiments were commissioned in 1795 . The first three were to be 
62 
commanded respectively by the Due de Fitz-James, the Comte de 
58 · Comte Daniel O'Connell (1745?-1833) of Darrynane, County Kerry. He · 
entered the French Army in 1760, and rose to be Lieutenant-Colonel 
of the Regiment Royal-Suedois in the American War of Independence, 
then became Colonel of the Regiment Salm-Salm. He emigrated in 1792, 
and in 1794 was appointed Colonel of one of the regiments of the Irish 
Brigade raised by the British in 1795. See John L. Garland, ''lbe ''Wild 
Geese" return', British History Illustrated, ii, no. 1, 1975, p. 7; 
D.N.B., xiv, pp. 813-6. . 
59n. o 'Connell to [M~ O'Connell] , 25 December 1792, 0' Connell, Last 
Colonel, ii, p. 111. 
60 Ibid., p. 113. 
61Dl.ike of Portland to Lord Pelham, 9 Aug. 1797, quoted in ibid.,. pp. 180-1 • 
. 
62 Jacq11es-Charles, Due de Fitz-James (1743-1805), appointed mar~chal de 
camp ! March 1780 and C,--lonel Proprietor of the Regiment de Berwick 
(a regiment of the Iri&h Brigade in France, first formed by his 
ancestor the Duke of Berwick, illegitimate son of James II: Garland, 
'Wild Geese', p. 7) on 9 May 1784. He emigrated in July 1791 at the r. 
head of 300 men from his regiment, and fought in the Army of the Princes 
in 1792. In 1794 the British government invited him to bring the 
remnants of hts regiment to Great Britain, an4 commissioned him as 
colonel on 1 October 1794: Jean Pinasseau, L'Emigration Militaire: 
c;'f'pe cle 1792: Arm'e Royale 2 vols (Paris, 1957 and 1964), ii, 
p. 9. 
50 
Walsh-Serrant63 and Colonel Dillon. 64 '11lese regiments were based on 
the former regiments of Berwick, Walsh and Dillon in the Irish Brigade 
in the French army, and the colonels were all descendants of Irish 
Jacobites. The other three regiments were to be connnanded by Irish-
born officers from the French Army: Comte O'Connell; Thomas, Comte 
Conway; and .his younger brother James Henry, Vicomte Conway. The 5th 
Regiment was later commanded by Charles, Vicomte de Walsh-Serrant 
· ( 1746-1820), younger brother of the Comte de Walsh-Serrant. 65 Most 
. 
officers of the regiments were French or Irish who had served France, 
while the men were to be recruited in Ireland. 66 Recruiting was slow, 
so the regiments saw no active service until 1796. In March 1796 the 
3rd (Dillon) and 5th (Conway/Walsh) Regiments embarked for Gibraltar 
and the W~st Indies, where the 3rd saw active service in St Domingo. 
The 5th was stationed first in Jamaica, then Nova Scotia. In 
September· 1796 the 2nd Regiment (Walsh) was made up to strength from 
the three remaining regiments and sent to the West Indies, where it 
63Antoine-Joseph-Ph1lippe, Comte de Walsh-Serrant (1744-1817), appointed 
Colonel of the Regiment de Walsh irlartdais on 14 May 1776; promoted 
marechal de camp on 1 January 1784. He emigrated in 1791 with the 
officers and 300 men of his regiment. The British appointed him · 
Colonel of a regiment in the Irish Brigade on 1 October 1794, and he 
served until it was disbanded in 1798: ibid., p. 245. 
641t is not clear whether the Colonel was Comte Edouard Dillon · (1750-
1839) or his younger brother the Hon. Henry Dillon. O'Connell, Last 
Colonel nominates the latter on p. 142, but the former on pp. 194-5, 
which also describes Henry Dillon as Colonel of the 2nd battalion of 
the Mgiment de Dillon in St Domingo, where it s~rrendered to the 
British in September 1793 and was recruited into- the British Army 
in October 1794. Garland, 'Wild Geese', p. 7 gives Henry Dillon 
as the Colonel of the 3rd (Dillon) Regiment, but Pinasseau, . 
Emigration Militaire ii, p. 18 ascribes the honour to Comte Edouard 
Dillon. 
65Ibid. , p • . 245; Garland, 'Wild Geese ' , p • 7. 
66A list of the members of the Irish Brigade in 1797 is given in 
O'Connell, Last Colonel, PP• 185-92. ~ 
• 
• 
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served in Ma?'tinique, St Domingo and Jamaica. The 6th (Conway) Regiment 
served briefly in Nova Scotia. The 1st (Berwick) and 4th (O'Connell) 
Regiments did not serve overseas, and appear to have been disbanded 
on half-pay. Despite· their poverty, they probably had the better of 
it, as many in the other regiments succumbed to typhus or tropical 
feve'l"s. 
6 7
. Most of the Irish Brigade was disbanded in i 79 7-8. 68 
Their raising represented a relaxation of the prohibition against 
Irish Catholics serving 111 the British Army, but the British government 
ensured that they never served in a European theatre • 
Just as the military emigration brought Irish Catholics back 
into the British service, the ecclesiastical emigration brought 
vocational training for the priesthood back into Ireland. The 
breakup of the seminaries in France deprived the Irish of. a major 
source of training. In 1795 the Irish parliament passed , An Act for 
the better Education of Persons professing the Popish, or Roman 
69 Catholic religion'. This provided for the foundation, administration 
and funding of Maynooth College. Dr Bellenger describes the foundation 
70 
staff at Maynooth as 'predominantly French'. This description appears 
to apply to two French ecclesiastics. Peter Justin Delort, fonnerly a 
.. 
professor at Bordeaux, came from London in 1795 to take up the . chair 
of Natural and Experimental' Philosophy, and returned to France in 1801. 
Artd;rew Darr~, formerly Professor of Philosophy at Toulouse, ·was 
671n February 1797 the 5th Regiment had six_ officers and sixty-three 
men fit from an 'establishment' of thirty-five officers and five 
hundred men: Garland, 'Wild Geese', pp. 7-8. 
68ror details on the raising and service of the Irish Brigade s ee 
ibid., pp. 6-10; O'Connell, Last Colottel, PP• 113, 141-3, 180-92, 
194-201. 
69 35 George III, cap. XXI, Ireland, Statutes at Large, xvii. 
70Be11enger, 'French ecclesiastical exiles', p. 111. 
appointed Professor of Logic, Metaphysics and Ethics in June 1795, 
took up his appointment in May 1797 and ret.urned to France in 1813. 
Two subsequent 4migr4 appointees who had considerable influence on 
Maynooth were Lewis Giles Delahogue, formerly a professor at the 
Sorbonne, who was Professor of Moral Theology 1798-1801 and of 
Dogmatic Theology 1801-20; and Francis Anglade, formerly Professor 
of Divinity in Paris, who was appointed Professor of Logic in 1802. 
An ~rishman, Maurice Ahearne, formerly Professor of Philosophy in 
Paris, was Professor of Dogmatic Theology 1795-1801. A further 
4migr4 appointment beyond the period of this study was Francis Eloy 
(or Elloy)~ who was Professor of Ecclesiastical History 1808-9, 
71 · before moving to Downside College. As most of these men came 
52 
from England to take up their appointment, they conformed to the 
Scottish pattern of being drawn from more popular areas of settlement 
by particular circumstances. · What did differ was the nature of Maynooth, 
as a government-funded institution for the training of priests. Its 
establishment enable~ the government to attract teachers of high 
calibre to Ireland, while also providing means of support for a 
handful of ,migri clergy. 
·
71Deta:tle re the French clergy at Maynooth are based on ibid., 
pp. 111-2; J. Healy, Maynooth College: its centenary history 
(Dublin, 1895), pp. 708-14; and informati~n kindly supplied by 
Professor Patrick J. Corish of St Patrick s College, Maynooth. 
.. 
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IV 
The Channel Islands of Jersey, Guemsey and Alderney recej.ved 
nearly as many French refugees in 1791-2 as did the United Kingdom. 
Almost all of them went to Jersey, which lies within sight of the French 
coast. It is only forty-five square miles in· area, and had a small 
population, estimated at 28,600 in 1821. The flow of refugees brought 
special problems in its wake, because of Jersey• s peculiar status and 
situation. 
Jersey, like other British-held islands in the Channel Islands, is 
a British Crown dependency. As such, it has a special legal and admin-
istrative relationship with Westminster, some elements of which date back 
to the eleventh century, when it was joined to the English Crown, as a 
territory under the dominion of William of Normandy. From that time Wltil 
t.he late nineteenth century, its proximity to France in geographic and 
cultural terms made it important strategically to botl:i countries. 
Although a centre for English espionage activities, it stayed free of 
Anglo-French military strife for several _centuries, until the French 
launched attacks on it in 1779 and 1781, during the American. War of 
Indepen~nce.< The brief success of the 1781 invasion made the British 
government and the islanders fearful of a further attempt during the 
period of the French emigration. 
In the late eighteenth century, Jersey's economy was based on cider, 
the manufacture of stockings and waistcoats, farming and fishing. 
The island was not self-sufficient in food all year round, and the 
difficulties of the winter months were compounded by the return from 
Newfoundland of the island's fish~g fleet, which added up to three 
' 
thousand men to the surmner population. France was of dual importance to 
54 
its economy, as a market for manufactures72 and a source of food 
. 
supplies. During ·winter, bad weather could impede shipping from English 
ports, and camnunications might be interrupted for several weeks at a time. 
Jersey's population was militantly Protestant, and the nonconformist 
churches were an active force on the island; Roman catholics were legally 
forbidden to settle there. The anti-papism was probably an attempt to 
offset its continuing links with French language and culture. 
73 
At the onset of the emigration, the island's special relationship 
with the British Crown, its strategic importance and its geographic 
separation from England, affected ·the position of its administrators. 
In 1791 the non-residen~ governor was General Henry Seymour Conway, 
and the resident lieutenant:-governor, Lieutenant-Colonel Philip Fall, a 
. 74 
native of Jersey. The lieutenant-governor of Jersey served as the 
Crown's personal representative on the island, in both a civil and a 
military capacity, but without voting powers in the States of Jersey, the 
island• s legislative body. 'l'he States were presided over by the Bailiff, 
a Crown nominee, who had no voting r .ights, but held the power of veto. 
Legislation passed at Westminster did not apply in the Channel Islands, 
75 
unless the latter were specifically mentioned in it. 
72 P. Fall to Nepean, 5 Sept. 1787, P.R.O.30/8/134, f. 24. 
73 ' Fall to Grenville, 27 May 1791, H.0.98/2~ unf. 
74 • Liste des Gouverneurs, Lieut. -Gouvemeurs et Deput,s-Gouv~eura 
de l'Isle de Jersey 1749-1850', Societe Jersiaise Bulletins, 
v, 1902-5, pp. 8-261 G.R. Balleine, A Bi29ra_phical Dictionq of Jersey 
(London, 1948), pp. 269-71. 
75 . For the general information on Jersey and the Channel Islands see: 
Encyclopaedia Britannica (1969 edn), ii, pp. 271-2, xii, PP• 1005·06' 1 r. de L. Bois, A Constitutional History of Jersey (Jersey, 1970) , . pp. 14-211 
Connell, 'Breton refugee clergy', PP• 100-05. 
... 
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There had been little emigration to Jersey during the initiai. stages 
of the French Revolution. It held few attractions for refugees fr:om the 
court and capital, or the armed forces. Ho~ever, the civil disturbances in 
France's western provinces and the noun ting pe:rsecution of the non-juring 
. 
clergy made speed of escape more imperative, and rafugees flocked in 
during 1791. The first mention of the French refugees in official 
despatches from Jersey was made on 20 May 1791, when Lieutenant-Governor 
Fall estimated that over four hundred were on the island, with more 
76 
expected. A week later, he announced that many more had arrived, 
including a number of priests, 'who exercise the Roman Catholic religion 
here, & assemble for that purpose numerous congregations, under the plea 
77 
of having that right by the Treaty of Commerce.' Fall stated that 
the island was by tradition exclusively Protestant and asked for guidance 
on the actual effect of the Treaty on the island's ancient laws forbidding 
the :.:,ractice of catholicism. His fears of a probable rise in the price 
of provisions, with consequent complaints from the islanders, was but 
the first expression of what was to be a continuing theme in despatches 
from Jersey. 78 
In November l 791 a new problem arose when a Frenchman, resident · in 
Jersey for some years, applied to the States to be naturalised. Fall 
claimed to have information that many of the French nobility intended to 
' 
apply for naturalisation, in order to be able to purchase property in Jersey. 
76rall to Grenville, 20 May 1791, H. o. 98/2, unf • 
77Fall to Grenville, 27 May 1791, ibid. The A:nglo-French Treaty of Conmerce 
and Navigation was signed at Versailles on 26 September 1786. Article V 
gave reciprocal rights for the free practice of religion in private. 
see Annual Register, xxviii, State Papers, P• 269. 
, 
78rall to Grenville, 27 May 1791, H.0.98/2, unf • ~ 
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He opposed this on the . two heads that their ties with France might induce 
them to curry favour with their homeland by putting the island in its hands, 
and that having Frenchmen of influence in the community might weaken the 
attachment of 1:he islanders to the British govemment. The French 
refugees were thereby presented to the ministry as a security pxoblem 
at an early stage of the emigration. The Home Sec-reta~, Henry Dundas, 
was unable to ,give Fall a legal ruling on naturalisation by the States,. 
but told him to discourage such applications pending further instructions?9 
Ano~her incident involving the security of Jersey occurred in March 1792, 
80 , , 
when Calonne, then minister to the emigre court at Coblenz, ordered 
six thousand stand of arms from an English firm, to be delivered to 
Jersey. Dundas had heard nothing of the affair until inforn,ed by Fall, 
and forl>atie the latter either to receive them, or to act as agent in the 
81 
business. 
Early in September 1792, Fall discovered that a depot of arms and 
ammunition had been formed on the island by French emigrants there. This 
would be a serious breach of neutrality, as 'British vessels were to be 
enployed in conveying these Arms and Ammunition to France, and in landing 
82 
emigrants there fo hostile purposes ' • Two additional problems wexe 
-
79Fall to Dundas, 24 November 1791, H.0.98/2, unf. Dundas to Fall, 
28 December 1791, ibid. 
SOCharles Alexandre de Calonne (1734-1802), former controller-general of 
French finances (1783-7): Chambers BiR&rap•tcal D1ct1oparx: 2 vols 
(Edinburgh, 1975), pp. 214-J. . . 
-< 
81nundae to Fall, 28 Mar. 1792, H.0.98/2, unf. 
82,.11 to Dundas, 8 Sept. 1792, ibid. • 
• 
the alarm which the discovery had caused the islanders, who thought 
that the weapons might be turned against them, and the possible reprisals 
which might be taken against islanders on French territory, if the scheme 
came to f;uition. 83 Fall lodged the arms in Eli~abeth castle, pending 
84 further instructions, and sent for the Comte de Botherel, an agent of 
the French Princes, who had pl~ed the enterprise, but Botherel had left!5 
Dundas chose to attribute the reports of alarm amongst the 
inhabitants to fear of a scarcity of provisions. There had been a flood 
of recent arrivals, chiefly ecclesiastics, from Brittany and Normandy. 
He got in touch with Wilmot's Committee, a London charity which had been 
86 
set up to provide relief for refugee clergy. It _agreed to provide 
subsistence for those in need, and to enable those who so desired to 
cross ·to England and occupy temporary accommodation at Winchester~7 
The government would take no part in . either their removal or their supply~8 
Dundas asked Fall to make up a return of . the numbers of refugees on the 
89 island. ~ By ~is time, Fall had already consulted the States on the means 
to prevent the shortages expected to result from the presence of an 
estimated five thousand refugees on the island. 
83 
Ibid. 
They had decided that no 
. 
84 Rene-Jean, cante de Botllerel (1745-1805). Served in the French army, 
then as •procureur-syndic des ftats de Bretagne'. In 1788 he protested 
against the suppression of the Breton parlement, and resisted the 
court. During his exile in Britain, he was heavily involved with the 
insurrections in western France. Dictionnaire de Biographie Fran9aise, 
vi, p. 1159, (hereafter D.B.F.). 
85 Fall to Dundas, 8, 26 sept. 1792, H.0.98/2, unf. 
86 
See Chapter 5. 
87 
See below, p. 217. 
88 Dundas to Fall, 26 Sept. 1792, H.0.98/2, unf. 
89 
Ibid. 
• 
• 
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actual shortage of corn yet ex i ~ted but that if the refugees remained, an 
augmentation of the al lowance of supplies from England would be needed 
90 
in case of emergency. The French decree cutting supplies to the island, 
and the expected return of a thousand fishermen from Newfoundland for the 
winter, made the removal of some of the French clergy desirable 'both for 
91 the Island, & on account of their truly distressed situation'. 
. . 
Fall maintained that the States were more worried about the arms than the 
92 
prices. He had anticipated Dundas' request for a list of the refugees, 
by• directing the police officers in the various parishes to collect their 
93 94 
names and number. The results were sent to Dundas on 24 October, 
and a breakdown gives an idea of the composition .of the 4,026 emigrants 
listed. There were 2,944 clergy from thirty-one dioceses, most of them 
in Normandy and Brittany. There were more than a hundred refugees from .each 
of the following dioceses: 
Coutances (Normandy) •••• 508 
Bayeux ( II ) 403 •••• 
-Mans (Maine) •••• 327 
Avranches (Normandy) •••• 306 
• 
Rennes (Brittany) • • • • 244 
St Brieuc ( " ) 192 . • • • • 
St; Malo ( II ) 190 •••• 
T~4guier ( II ) •••• 146 
·ool ( II ) • • • • 120 
90 Fall to Dundas, 26 Sept. 1792, ibid. 
91 · 
Fall to Dundas, 2 Oct. 1792, ibid. 
92, 
Ibid. 
93 
Ibid. 
94 
Enclosure in Fall to Dundas, 24 Oct. 1792, ibid • . 
The lay refugees were lis~ed in occupation groups as · follows: 
Nobles (Men 174 
(Women 296 
(Children 17C 640 
Merchants (Men 10 
(Wanen 11 21 
Bourgeois (Men 74 
and (Women 22 . 96 
Workers 
Servants (Men 166 
(Wanen 159 325 
• 
1,082 
A further breakdown shows that there were 424 laymen, 488 women and 
170 children. The composition of the refugees suggests two impoxtant 
points: they were unlikely to be a military danger to the security of the 
island, and many would find it difficult to earn a living in a place such • 
as Jersey. The ecclesiastics formed by far the largest group. · While 
there might be some trouble over their attachment to the Roman Catholic 
religion, on the whole, they were not likely to endanger security by bearing 
arms· against the islanders, nor to favour Republican France. Against 
this, opportunities for 8fflployment for men of their calling·were severely 
curtailed in an island forty-five square miles in area, with a small 
population. Teaching posts were limited, there were no local Catholics to 
support them for religious offices, and they were unlikely to join the 
fishing fleets. Among the nobility, women and children outnumbered the men 
two to one, and they had few marketable skills • . Few of the noblemen were 
·, 
able-bodied, as most men of their class in that category had joined the 
armies of the Princes. A community such as Jersey could not absorb 325 
servants. once the families whom they had accompanied into exile ran out 
of funds,. their outlook would be bleak. Despite the fuss over the arms cache, 
it is difficult to imagine these refugees as posing a real threat to a 
' 
canmunity which was not yet at war • 
. 
By December, however, new arrivals on the island were coming mainly 
f.z:om the army of the French Princes, and Fall reported uneasiness am:mg the 
islanders at the considerable increase in the number of emigrants. The 
population had also been swollen by the retum of nearly two thousand 
Newfoundland fishermen. Provisions were scarce, and food prices had 
risen. Fall continued: 
I therefore am apprehensive of discontents, the more so, 
as strange as it may appear, the Inhabitants have taken it into 
their head, that the Emigres will deliver this Island into the 
hands of the French nation, to make their peace with them, 
& thereby recover their Estates; it is therefore a desirable 
object, [that) they were, if possible, removed from this 
Frontier place. 95 
Meanwhile, Dundas was reflecting the current ministerial preoccupation 
with seditious utterances. The Comte de Bothe rel had claimed that French 
propagandists had been disseminating their 'pernicious principles' 
in Jersey. Should •any treasonable or seditious expressions' be 
uttered, Dundas wanted speedy action taken against the culprits. Fall 
was surprised at Botherel's allegations, and inclined to see them as an 
attack on his conduct in office. He called them 'an absolute falsehood', 
and pointed out that there was more cause for alarm in the recent .rough 
treatment accorded by ardent French .R:>yalists to French traders visiting 
the island. He thought that Botherel was unduly fearful of any Frenchmen 
unknown to him, and antagonistic towards Fall because of his confi•scation 
96 
of the arms cache. He soon had further cause to construe Botherel' s 
actions as a personal affront. A body of , French emigrants on Jersey 
95Fall to Dundas, 23 oec. 1792, ibid. See also Fall to Dundas, 
20 Dec. l 792, ibid. 
96 J.T. Stanley to [Dundas], 11 Dec. 1792, ibid. Dundas to Fall, 14 Dec. 1792, 
ibid. Fall to Dundas, 28 Dec. 1792, ibid. 
• 
had formed themselves into a council known as the Conseil ~ Doyens, 
. 
and ~o this body Botherel sent an account of his actions, stating in it 
that Fall did not have the confidence of the government, and was likely 
to be recalled at any time. This information was circulated on the 
• 97 
island by the council. Naturally, Fall was furious. He was a man 
quick to take offence, and he considered that he had done much for the 
refugees in Jersey. Relations between him and the emigrants, particularly 
Botherel, were already strained. Fall had termed extravagant 
Botherel's proposal 'that a Camnittee of Frenchmen should be authorised 
to assist the Government here for the public security', and he found 
the refugees in general difficult to deal with. He told Dundas that 
they were 
uneasy, fretful, believing the most absurd reports, 
very indiscreet in their expressions, and frequently 
in their actions, and I do assure you,· x9~ave a very irksane and disagreeable task with them. 
Fall exemplified the ambivalent view of the refugees taken by several 
other Britons who had to deal with them: he was . sympathetic to their 
misery, conscientious in duty towards them, but exasperated by their 
intransigence and refusal to accept real~ty. 
97Fall to Dundas, 31 Dec. 1792, ·· ibid. 
98 
Fall to Dundas, 28 Dec. 1792, ibid. 
V 
There are no precise figures from Great Britain to complement 
the Jersey ones, but the general composition of the refugee population 
in both places is clear enough. Three major categories can be 
distinguished: clergy, aristocratic households and the military. 
The Jersey survey records very few bourgeois or artisans, and there 
are few references to any on the mainland. The refugees in Britain 
and Jersey were primarily from the first and second estates of France, 
members of a dispossessed establishment. This gave them the advantage 
of arousing the sympathy of their counterparts in the British 
establishment, who feared the radical challenge to their own pri"1leged 
position, but their former position also meant that they had few 
marketable skills· and little ~xperience of poverty. The lower orders 
of the clergy probably had the least adjustment to make to a low 
standard of living. 
The military emigres do not play a direct part in this study, 
for they were controlled by the military authorities, and had some 
' . 
means of support. They did have an indirect impact, however, as the 
Alien Act took account of their presence, and the vagaries of military 
employment and the disabilities arising from them correspondingly put 
pressure ' on the relief organisations. Able-bodied men not serving in 
the ~migre regiments were ineligible for relief, so the .dole to their 
families might have to stretch to accommodate them. 
The military emigres included the most intransigent opponents 
of the Revo)ution, and hence those least able to cope with their 
~hanged circumstances, and most liable to remain in exile until the 
Restoration of the Bourbon Monarchy. They fought the Republicans t o 
regain their former position in France, blinding themselves to the 
... 
changed social attitudes in France that made a return to the past 
99 
impossible, The British government was ambivalent towards them, 
enlisting (or coercing) them to fight against the Republican armies, 
but treating them as mercenaries rather than allies. In 1793 Edmund 
Burke protested that 'we carefully avoid the appearance of being of 
a party with them', lOO while treating and exchanging prisoners of war 
with the Republicans. Burke was concemed that 
we take the Royalists of France only as an instrument 
of some convenience in a temporary hostility with the 
Jacobins, but that we regard these atheistic and murderous 
barbarians as the bona fide possessors of the soil of 
France. IOI 
102 By implication, imtgre action·against the French Republic was treason. 
The British government solved two problems by enlisting the _~migris -
it gained scarce recruits, and it provided a means of support for 
them and their families. On the other hand, it also ensured that 
their exile would be protracted. 
The French clergy were the predominant group in exile in Britain. 
In his study of the exi~ed clergy in England, Dr Bellenger puts the 
mean figure of French clergy on the mainland at some 5000, with 4,008 
. 
103 • 
on relief in 1793, rising to 5,621 in 1800. Brittany and Normandy 
wei·e the main provinces of origin, especially in the case of the 
refugees in Jfrsey, as might be expected. 104 
99Barvey Mitchell, 'Resistance to the Revolution in western France', 
Past and Present, lxiii, 1974, p. 117. 
100,Remarks on the policy of the Allies with respect to France' [begun 
in October 1793], in Edmund Burke, The Works of the Right Honourable 
Edmund Burke 12 vols {London, 1887), iv, P· 408. 
lOlibid., p. 409. 
l02Ibid., pp. 409-10. 
103nellenger, 'French ecclesiastical exiles', P• v. 
104 Ibid., p. ix. Also, see above, P• 58. 
,; 
Britain received a high proportion of the higher clergy. 
F.-X. Plasse includes six archbishops and twenty-eight bishops in 
his table of 'Des eccl~siastiques refugi~ en Angleterre les plus 
connus, grou~s dans leurs dioceses respectifs'. 105 Most of them 
emigrated, whether to Britain or elsewhere, before the general 
depor~ation order of 26 August 1792. Their early departure destroyed 
their influence in France, despite their attempts to exert episcopal 
authority from their places of exile. 106 Most of them were true 
'emigres' in that they chose exile rather than tolerate a detested 
regime. Fifteen of them stayed in England after the Concordat of 
1801, in defiance of Papal authority, because they refused to 
compromise with the Republic. 107 
The lower clergy were a more mixed group; some of them had 
consciously chosen exile, but the majority were deported as non-
jurors in 1792. The high numbers of clergy on relief reflected their 
general lack of means of support, and perhaps also a preference on 
the part of the British government for keeping them within the 
cognisance of the relief organisations. They maintained some of 
their ecclesiastical structure and discipline in exile, and for the 
most part refrained from activities likely to upset the equilibrium 
of the Anglican establishment. Instead, they turned inward; 
Dr Bellenger sees the clergy's exile as bringing a purification 
lOSPlasee, Clerg, Francais, ii, pp. 407-43. He lists the Archbishops 
of Bourges, Bordeau¼, Toulouse, Narbonne, Aix and Reims, and the 
Bishops of Bayeuxt Avranches, Seez, Coutances; Nantes, Vannes 
(St Pol de] t,on, Treguier, Dol, Blois, Li~ges, Angoul~me, 
Perigueux, Condom, Comminges, Lescar, Lombez, Rodez, Montpellier, 
Uzes, Saint-Pons, Sisteron, Toulon, Digne, Dijon, Troyes, Noyon 
and Arras. 
106John McManners, The French Revolution and the Church (1st pub. 1969; 
New York, 1970). 
107see below, P • 367 • 
a 
of religious belief, in which 'bishop and curate alike rediscovered 
something of the simplicity of t~eir message and lost much of their 
108 pomp'. 
The last major gruuping were the aristocratic households, composed 
of aristocratic families and their servants. 11le diversity of its 
members in skills, background and circumstances made them the most 
difficult group administratively, especiaily as the British attempted 
to discriminate betw~en them on the basis of status, age and sex • 
. They ranged from grands seigneurs to petty provincial nobility. 
Female and aged or infirm male aristocrats were ·best assured of 
support; able-bodied men were ineligible, and the standing of children 
and female servants varied according to time and circumstance. Members 
of tbis grouping were the least equipped to cope with an impoverished 
exile, and most British administrators found them difficult to deal 
with. On the other .hand, their literacy, a~ministrative and 
political skills, and social contacts enabled them to win more practical 
assistance from the British than might otherwise have been the case. 
Finally, special mention should be made of the servants, the 
'forgotten' people of the emigration. Although not of the first 
.. 
estate, they were largely dependent on it, and they emigrated with 
their masters for reasons of attachment, panic, or fear for the future 
in France. There a~e few statistics on them,but the ftgure of 325 
109 h in Jersey in October 1792 suggests that at least five undred, and 
probably twice that number, emigrated to Britain. One can only speculate 
on the role they played in assisting households to ·survive in exile. 
But their inclusion on the relief lists despite the reluctance of the 
' 
l08Bellenger, 'French ecclesiastical exiles', P• 227. 
109 See above, P • 59 • 
British to support the•, and the circumstances of some of the specific 
cases dealt with by the British, suggest that British and French alike 
recognised their importance. 
VI 
British involvement with French refugees in the Mediterranean 
region flowed from the Anglo-Spanish occupation of Toulon in August-
- . 
December 1793. In that year the French Convention faced regional 
•. 
revolts in the Vend,e", Lyons and the south-east, centred on Marseilles 
and Toulon. When the Republicans recaptured and wreaked vengeance on 
Marseilles, the citizens of Toulon consented to the entry of British, 
Spanish and Neapolitan forces into the city as a bulwark against the 
Republicans. This enabled the British to capture or disable the French 
Mediterranean fleet based there, and th~ secure naval supremacr in the 
region. Even supported by foreign forces, the Toulonese were unable to 
hold the city against the Republican army, led by Napolean Bonaparte. 
On 19 December 1793 up to twelve thousand panic-stricken evacuees left 
on British and Spanish naval vessels, and on those French ships not 
110 
sunk by the departing British. The Neapolitans took some evacuees 
to Naples where the King .provided them with some assistance, while the 
Spanish fleet disembarked their load of evacuees in Minorca and 
Carthagena; 
111 there. 
the Archbishop of Murcia organised relief measures 
112 
The British evacuated some four thousand Toulonese, 
llQGodechot Counter-Revolution, pp. 244-5; Greer, Incidence of the 
Emigrati~n, P• 55; E. Coulet, Les Fugitifs de Toulon et ~es,~nglais 
dans la Mediterran~e apres la Rebellion de 1793 (Societe d Etudes 
Scie~tifiques et Arch~ologiques de Draguignan, Memoires XXV, Toulon, 
1929), pp. 18-19. For a detailed account of the British occupation 
and evacuation of Toulon, see J. Holland Rose, Lord Hood and the 
Defence of Toulon (Cambridge, 1922). 
111coulet, Fugitifs de Toulon, PP• 21- 2 • 
112see below, p. 298. 
, 
,I 
' 
and disembarked them in Leghorn, and Porto Ferrato on the Island of 
Elba, with the nluctant consent of the King of Tuacany. 113 'lbe 
British occupied Corsica in June 1794. and resettled a number of 
the Toulonese there; but when they abandoned Cor-sica in August _1796, 
the British evacuated about seventy Corsicans as well as the several 
hundred remaining Toulonese. 114 Most of them were resettled in ltaly. 115 
The refugees from Toulon can be divided into two distinct groups, 
to whom E. Coulet has applied the terms 'emigres' and 'fugitifs'. 116 
The 'emigies' were a small group with strong Royalist or anti-Jacobin 
leanings. A number of them were not natives of Toulon, but had either 
held office (often naval) there before the Revolution, or had fled 
117 there when the Republicans had put down the rebellion in Marseilles. 
It was this group which negotiated with Vice-Admiral Lord Hood118 for 
the surrender of the French fleet and arsenal to the British, and 
co-operated with the foreign commanders in the governance of the 
city. As collaborators with the enemy, the 'emigr4s' were anathema 
to the Republicans, and had little hope of return to France. The 
'fugitifs' formed the bulk of the refugees. They left the city in 
113
~ee below, p. 299. 
ll4The Toulonese had a .high rate of return to France: · see below, p. 305. 
115s~e below, P• 312. 
116eoulet, Fugitifs de Toulon, P• 16. 
117Ibid., p. 77; Godechot, Counter-Rewlution, p. 244. Coulet has 
based his conclusions on biographical notes on about twenty-three 
of those who received pensions from the British: Coulet, Fugitifs 
de Toulon, pp. 57-75. 
1188 uel Baron Hood of Catherington (1724-1816), later first Viscouat Hamd 'lord of the Admiralty 1788-93, famous for his naval battles 
1~
0 theaWost Indies during the American War of . Independence. He was 
connnander of the Mediterranean neet, and played a major pa.rt in 
evacuating the Toulonese. His fleet captured Corsica in 1794. 
He was promoted admiral in 1794; and created Viscount Hood and 
f G _ _, h in 1796• D N B ix, PP• 1157-64. Governor o reenw~c • • • ·• 
,, 
panic for fear of -reprisals by the invading Republicans. 1.'hey were 
a diverse group of citizens, including a nUllber of tradesmen, 119 and 
sailors whose officers had gone over to the British. 'Ibey were not 
necesaa!'ily collaborators with the occupying powers, nor even Royalist 
in sympathies, and more than half of them returned to France by 1796, 
120 
although not without personal risk. 'lhe British clearly distinguished 
between the two groups by paying pensions, usually of £50 per annum 
to the '4migr6s', 121 while paying a subsistence allowance or nothing 
at all to the 'fugitifs'. 
The 'fugitifs' from Toulon formed a distinct group amongst the 
French refugees succoured by Great Britain including artisans and 
members of the petite bourgeoisie. They als~ differed in their political 
affiliations, as an anti-Jacobin stance was not necessarily a pro-
Royalist one, and the high return rate in this group suggests that 
most of its members could live in peace with less extreme 
Rep~licanism. British treatment of this group suggested an awareness 
of these social and political differences. 
VII 
'!be French Revolution had an enormous impact on the French West 
Indies, and caused the emigration of a number of groups of French, 
' principally to the United States, but also to Britain or the British 
West Indies. Prior to the Revol~tion, there were four main strata of 
society in the French West Indies: the grands blancs, or principal 
• 
119see below, P• 303 .. 
120coulet, Fugitifs de Toulon, PP• 41-4. 
121See 'Les Pensionn,s' in ibid., pp. 57-75. See also ibid., pp. 52-3. 
-... 
• 
land holders; the eetita blancs, who were smallholders and &fflall 
businessmen; the mulattoes, who were coloured freemen; and the 
negro slaves. The great landowners believed that the Revolution gave 
them a golden opportunity to win greater political and economic 
independence from France, while others sought improvement in their 
social, political and economic status. In practice, the Revolution 
broke the dominant hold of the grands blancs, and led to conflict, 
marked by shifting alliances, between the castes, complicated from 
1793 by the intervention of the British. 122 
The major upheaval was in St Domingo, which after 1791 was 
never again wholly controlled by a European power. In ~fay of that 
year the National Assembly of France, urged on by the Parisian anti-
123 
slavery society the Amis des Noire, decreed that mulattoes bom 
of free parents could vote if otherwise eligible. The white colonists 
. 
124 
refused to obey the decree, and the mulattoes rose against them. 
The rising was overtaken by a massive slave revolt in August 1791; 
the mulattoes first tried to compose their differences with the 
. 
whites, but news of the National Assembly's revocation (in September 
1791) of the May decree drove them to join forces with the slaves 
agaiqst the whites. At the height of the revolt, a British squadron 
from Jamaica evacuated some of the French women and children from 
122ror a discussion of these social groups, and the initial impact of 
the Revolution, see Andr,e Lawrey, 'The impact of the French 
Revolution on the French Antilles, notably Saint-Domingue, 1789-
17,91' (Honours dissertation, Australian N~tional University, 1972). 
123Frances Sergeant Childs, French Refugee Life in the United States, 
1790-1800: an American chapter of the French Revolution (Baltimore, 
1940), P• 12. 
124J.H. Parry and P.M. Sherlock, A Short History of the West Indies 
(London, 1956), p. 163; Sir Alan Burns, History of the West In~ 
(London, 1954), pp. 562-3. 
Cap Fran~la. 125 
The revolt was partly subdued, but when the National Assembly 
chang~d tack and gran~ed all freemen equal status in colonial 
government by a decree of 4 April 1792, and sent three Jacobin 
Conmdssioners backed by troops to enforce the edict, trouble broke 
out anew. Many whites left the colony for the United States, Jamaica 
126 
and Britain. Matters worsened with the arrival of Governor Galbaud 
in May 1793. The Civil Commissioners and their pro-black forces were 
aligned against the Governor, the French sailors and the white 
colonists. 'l1le latter alliance gained the upper hand in the ensuing 
fighting, until the Commissioners opened the city of Le Cap to Negro 
brigands who pillaged and fired the city. The Governor's forces and 
refugees from the city were evacuated in a fleet of naval and merchant 
127 
vessels, which then sailed to the United States., where Dr Frances 
Childs estimates that some ten thousand St Domingan refugees 
disembarked. 128 
The advent of war between France and Great Britain brought 
further upheavals. The behaviour of the Ja~obin Commissioners in 
St Domingo and Martinique alienated the planters and drove them to 
seek outside help. In 1793 British and Spanish forces invaded St 
Domingo; the French surrendered J,r~mie and Le Mole St Nicholas 
to the British in 1793, and in March 1794 the British took Port au 
Prince. Despite these successes, the British were unable to consolidate. 
In 1798, after four years fighting against French and negro forces, 
125tbid., p. 563. 
126tbid. 
127Ibid.; Childs, French Refugee Life, PP· 14-1S. 
128 id., P• 15. 
'-..../ 
and tropical dieeaaes, particularly yellow fever, the British withdrew. 
1bey had .nixed success with Martinique, which they captured with the 
aid of the white c~lonlats in 1794, only to see some of their erstwhile 
. 
allies amongst them aid a subsequent attempt by French forces to 
recapture the island. In 1794 Britain also captured Guadeloupe and 
St Lucia, but these were quickly recaptured by the French. By 1801 
Great Britain had won control in the Caribbean, mostly through her 
sea power, but r• returned all territories except Trinidad, a Spanish 
colony, under tf'e Treaty of Amiens. Britain was unable to conquer 
St Domingo, which eventually passed under the control of the local 
negro leader, Toussaint L'Ouverture. 129 
Those French Royalists and planters f~om St Domingo and Martiniquewho 
aided the British in the struggle for supreniacy in the West Indies 
were supported by British grants from time to time in Dominica, Antigua 
and Jamaica. 130 In the main, like the Toulonese '~migris' and the 
Corsicans, these refugees were strongly anti-Republican if not die-
hard Royalists. Their active collaboration with the British committed 
them to exile until such time as the monarchy might be restored in 
France, and the British appeared to recognise this by paying them 
131 
long-lasting allowances. 
129Burns~ West Indies, pp. 560-4; Parry and Sherlock, West Indtes, 
pp. 165-72j James G. Leyburn, The Haitian People (New Haven, 1941), 
'pp. 20-7. 
. . 
130For Dominica, see G. Rose to Lt Gov. Bruce, 7 O~t. 1793, T. 27/43, 
441 see vouchers for payment of relief to old, Infirm and 
~istre;sed French Royalists' in Jamaica, from 1 Oct. 1795, in 
A.O. 3/905. For a grant of over £2,000 for frovisions 'fumished 
to French Emigrants in the Island of Antigua, see Treasury Minutes, 
19 March 1796, T. 29/69, P• 61. 
131see below, P• 337. 
PART II: ALIEN LEGISLATION AND ADMINISTRATION 
.. 
?HE PASSING OF 111E ALIEN ACT OF 179 3 
The Alien Act of 1793 marked Great Britain's first attempt to 
enact comprehensive legislation to govem the ingress, egress and 
residence in the kingdom of aliens. Various forms of immigration 
control had been practised in England since William the Conqueror 
had set up a sys tern for. cont rolling entry into England, using the 
Castles of' the Cinque Ports. In Elizabeth's reign, officials questioned 
new arrivals at the ports, and she used her prerogative to order aliens 
to quit the realm on several occasions. In the seventeenth century 
a body of officials known as the Clerks of the Passage organised 
port control, and their functions were of particular importance durlng 
' 
the Civil War and the period of Marlborough's'"wars. After the latter, 
the strictness of controls was relaxed. By 17~2 no immigration service 
1 
existed. The Clerks of the Passage had been disbanded. Thus there 
was no existing institution to build on and the government was uncertain 
of itA legal powers. Much had been done formerly by royal prerogative, 
but the balance of powers had changed during the past hundred years. 
;tt is not surprising that William Pitt's ministry chose to act by 
I 
legislative means. 
The decision to legislate was grounded in the events and politics 
of 1792. Pitt had cautiously welcomed the Revolution in 1789, as a 
constitutional monarchy in France might be to Britain's advantage. 
,. 
But he became disturbed by the growing r~dicalisation of the Revolution, 
lT w E Roche The Key in the Lock: a history of immigration .t rol in 
E~gia~d from' 1066 to the present day (London, 1969) Ch. 1, eck'ec. 
PP• 13, 37, 39, 41-2, 46-9; William Eva~ Davies, 'lbe English Law 
Relating to Aliens (London, 1931), P• 77 • 
The early emigrants to Britain had caused the government no· alarm, as 
the French nobility posed no threat to Britain's security, and their 
numbers we re small. However, the increasing number and more diverse 
character of the emigrants in 1791-2 led th~ ministry to fear that 
political radicals with experience of revolution might be included 
among them and that they would reinforce the growing agitation of local 
radicals. By May 1792, the more alarmist members of the government, 
especially Henry Dundas who as Home Secretary was responsible for 
public order, believed that the internal security of the nation was 
in danger. Action on the question ·_of the aliens streaming into the 
country formed part of a more general parcel of· neasure~ designe~ to 
restore order, 'a very turbulent and pernicious spirit having pervaded 
. 
numerous and various descriptions of persons in this Country'. 2 
Moreover, the more conservative Whigs shared the ministry''s views 
on quelling internal disturbances. Pitt was alive to the possibility 
of using this to increase dissension in Opposition ranks, and perhaps 
thereby persuade a portion of them to form a connection with .his 
3 
ministry. 
4 On 9 May Dundas· informed the Lord Chancellor, 'lburlow, that the 
2nundas to the Lord Chancellor, 9 May 1792, N .L. S. Mel ville Papers 1, f. 50. 
3George III, The Later Corres ondence of Geor e III ed. A. Aspinall, 5 vols 
(Cambridge, 1962-70 , i, p. 630n; Sir G. Elliot to Lady Elliot, 31 May 
1792, Minto, ii, pp. 34-5. 
4Edward Thurlow, first Baron Thurlow (1731-1806}, barrister, and M.P. 
for Ta~orth in 1765. He was a constitutional lawyer of note. He was 
appointed Solicitor-General in 1770, Attorney-General in 1771, and was 
made Lord Chancellor and Baron Thurlow in 1778. Fox forced him to 
resign in 1783, but be was reappointed by Pitt; he alienated the lat_ter 
by supporting the Prince of Wales in the regency crisis, and Pitt 
forced him to resign in 1792. D .N .B., xix, PP• 824-9 • 
a Proclamation from His Majesty founded on the seditious 
publications of the times, and the industrious dispersion 
of those Publications~ the immense influx of Foreigners 
and the suspicious conduct of many of them in relation to 
the internal Tranquility or this Kingdom.5 
6 -
The Attorney-General had drafted such a proclamation, and Dundas hoped 
that 'tomorrow he may furnish me w1. a draft of such a Bill as may be • 
thought proper, relative to Foreigners'. Dundas thought that these 
measures would be impottant in capitalising on offers of support from 
the Opposition, and urged quick action because 
above all we must avoid impressing those, who have on 
public grounds, are proffering [sic] their aid, that 
His Majesty's Government is backward and tardy in taking 
such steps as may be thought necessary in suppressing 
sedition. 7 
Thus, the three motive forces behind the Alien Bill were evident already 
in May 1792: the activities of British radicals; the ·'suspicious .., 
conduct' _of foreigners who might prove to be French agen~s intent on 
inciting a revolution in Great Britain; and the government's de~ire 
to win the co-operation of those Whigs who shared its fears of a 
British popular revolution. The Alien Bill also grew out of reactions . 
to events in France throughout 1792, and its specific proposals evolved 
through the govet: !nt 's attempts both to keep track of the movements 
and activities of aliens and to develop mechanisms for the expulsion 
of those considered undesirable• 
• 
5Dundas to Lord Chancellor, 9 May 1792, N.L.S. Melville Papers 1, 
ff. 50-1. 
6sir William Scott (1745-1836), later first Baron Stowell, maritime 
and international lawyer, M.P. for Downton 1790 and Oxford University 
1801-21, judge of high court of the ~dmiralty 1798-1828. D.N.B., 
xvii, pp. 1046-50. 
1nundas to Lord Chancellor, 9 May 1792, N.L.S. Melville Papers 1, f. 51. 
I 
Developments in radical activities during the first five mnths 
of 1792 gave impetus to the proposed Royal Proclamation, which was 
issued on 21 May. On 16 v b h 8 
"e ruary t e second part of Thomas Paine's 
9 -Rights of Man was published, giving form, voice and focus to popular 
radicalism. '!be London Corresponding Society, founded in January 
10 1792 by Thomas Hardy, provided organisation and cotllD\unication. 
Together with the Society for . Constitutional Information it kept 
radical societies all over the country informed and in touch with 
• 
one another. The thriving radical press, especially in the provinces, 
reported the activities of the proliferating radical societies to an 
increasingly literate populace,nand gave the radical movement a new 
scale of. mass publicity and sense of identity. 
Britain•s conservative est':lblishment, with the example of the 
. 
progressively popular base of the French Revolution before it, could 
not but fear popular radicalism at home. These fears were exacerbated 
' 
by the formation in April 1792 of the Association of the Friends of 
8 (1737-1809), political writer. Paine first gained fame through his 
pamphlet 'Conunon Sense' (1776) on the origins of the dispute with 
the American colonists. He fought for the Americans and wrote on 
their behalf. He returned to ·Europe in 1787. The first part of his 
Rights of ·Man was written in reply to Burke's Reflections on the 
Revolutions in France. After the publication of the second part he 
fled to France to avoid prosecution, was proclaimed a French citizen 
in August and elected a member of the Convention in September 1792. 
The Jacobins· imprisoned him in December 1793 for his opposition to 
the execution of l.ouis XVI, but he was released after the fall of 
Robespierre. He completed the Age of Reason while in prison. He 
returned to America in 1802. D.N.B., xv, pp. 69-79. 
9 Albert Goodwin The Friends of Liberty: the English democratic movement 
in the age of ~he French Revolution (London, 1979), p. 198. 
lO (1752-1832), bootmaker and political radical. He was charged with high 
treason, but a~quitted, in J794. D.N.B., viii, PP• 1241-2. 
11ror a discussion on the rise of the radical press in Britain. see 
Goodwin, Friends of Liberty, PP• 220-33. 
12 Grey, Sir James Mackintosh and Richard Bl'insley Sheridan. '!be aim 
of the Association was to provide moderate political leadership to 
the reform movement and to quieten its language, 13 thus damping the 
fears of the opponents of reform. It failed dismally on both counts. 
The radical societies, after initial overtures, found it overcautious, . 
while it raised for conservatives the spectre of upper-class leadership 
14 
of a mass movement, on the French model. It deepemd the split in 
the Whigs; the prospect of such leadership drove Earl Fitzwilliam, a 
bulwark of the party, into supporting the Royal Proclamation. 15 
In the meantime, on 20 April 1792, France had declared war on 
Austria. Prance on the march in Europe had the potential to draw 
Great Britain into conflict. Pitt clung grimly to his policy of 
neutrality, but ~publican France was henceforth a potential enemy 
to Great Britain, both militarily and ideologically, and a threat to 
her external an'd intemal security. lbe govemment viewed with alarm 
any links between British radicals and the French. 'The visit of James 
Watt Jnr and 'Thomas Cooper of the r.anchester Constitutional Society 
to Paris in April 1792, in which they gave an address, stressing 
.. 
international fratemity, to the Paris Jacobin Club, and joined a 
patriotic fete organised by the Parisian democrats, 16 was ill-timed. 
tJ Burke made a stinging attack on them in parliament on 30 April, 
12 (1765-l832), author of Vindiciae Gallicae (1791), one of the best 
known replies to Burke's Reflections on the Revolution in France. 
D.N.B., xii, pp. 617-21. 
'13aoodw:ln, Friends of Liberty, PP• 211-2. 
14tbic1., •· pp. 207, 213-4. 
151bid., p. 214. 
16tbid. , pp. 202-3 • 
and French Jacobins. 17 A few days later. in an attempt to refute 
Burke's charges against British radicals. the London Revolution 
Society published its co~~eapondence with the French National Assembly 
and various Jacobin clubs. This move was designed to show the innocence 
of its contacts. but the existence of the correspondence was enough to 
fuel conservative alanns. 18 
The combination of Paine's polemic. the mass circulation of 
other 'seditious' radical publications, the growth of popular-baaed 
political oi-ganisations, the existence of links between British radicals 
and French Jacobins, and the influx of French refugees who might include 
French agents in their number, togethei- wi.th the prospect of deepening 
the schism among the Whigs, persuaded the government that action was 
needed. In the event, however, the promised Royal Proclamation was 
aimed more against subversion and seditious writings in general than 
French emigrants and agents, and was accompanied by the govern_ment's 
attempt to prosecute Paine for seditious libel. This move rebounded. 
for Paine then decided to allow the publication of a cheap edition of 
Rights of Man, and· the radical societies rallied to his support. 19 
Over the next few months the government moved from a repressive mood 
to repressive measures, which stiffened the res~stance of the radi~als 
and caused them to espouse more openly the cause of the French 
revolutionaries. 
Events in France over the summer and autumn of 1792 polarised 
,, 
opinion on the Revolution. The September massacres were probably the 
17 Ibid., P• 203. 
18Ibid., P• 200. 
19Ibid., P• 215. 
• 
20 
gone too far; it was condemed even by those who usually supported 
the Revolution. 'lbe itond.ng of the Tuileriea, the incarceration of 
the French royal f8111ly and the dismeni>ering of the established Olurch 
in Fra~ce seemed further proof of the breakdown of tradition and 
stability. 'flte divergence of opinion was evident in· reactions to the 
French victories at Valmy and Jemappes. 'lbey brought consternation 
to the conservatives. But the radicals were jubilant at tbe resounding 
victory of the Revolutionaries over the forces · of reaction in Europe, 
celebrating the triumphs and offering congratulatory addre·sses to the 
French Convention. 21 
November 1792 was a key period in determining govemment attitudes 
and actions towards possible subversives• whether local or importecl. 
22 Jemappes and the subsequent French invasion of Belgium alarmed Pitt; 
I, 
a France militant, militarily successful and in occupation of the Low 
Countries was a threat to Britain, no matter what style of government 
ruled in Paris. '11te behaviour of the National Conv~ntion also caused 
. 
alarm. On 16 November it declared the Scheldt open to all traffic, 
which broke France's own treaty obligations, infringed the neutrality 
. 23 • 
of one of Britain's closest allies and attacked a basic tenet of 
British foreign policy: that no strong naval power should occupy the 
·' 
.. 
20J.T. Murley, 'The origin and outbreak of the Anglo-French wa·r of 1793 1 
(D.P~il. thesis. Oxford University, 1959), PP• 52-3. 
21 · · Ibid., pp. 5 7-8; 
223 • Holland Rose, •William Pitt and the Great War (London, 1911), P• 69. , · 
2"Murley, 'Anglo-French war', PP• 140-1. 
Scheldt, a P?'iae launching place for any invasion of Great Britain. 
The annexation of Savoy on 27 November seemed further proof that 
levolutlona-ry France, despite protestations to the contrary, was 
adopti.ag an expansionary policy. Government fears that Britain 
might be infiltrated by French agents were strengthened by the Edict 
of Fraternity "issued by tlte French Convention on 19 November 1792, 
by which it offered assistance to all peoples who wished to gain 
. 
their liberty. 
The government also had cause fol." alarm on the home front. The 
harvest had faile~, and the consequent grain shortages set off a wave 
24 
of wage strikes and bread rioting. '!be English radical societies 
were at t~e peak of their popularity and membership. 25 Dundas, 
visiting Scotland, was sending Pitt alarmist reports of radical 
' ' 
26 
activities there. 'l'bere were eighty radical societies in Scotland 
. 
in thirty-five towns, riots in Perth and Dundee and a seaman's strike 
in Aberdeen. In these circumstances, it was injudicious of the 
Edinburgh Friends of the People to announce the summoning of a 
convention for all Scottish Reform Societies. 27 There was also 
trouble in Irel99ld, where Catholic leaders had called a convention, 
Protestants had formed armed volunteer groups, and the United Irishmen 
were attempting to capture this ~vement and unite Protestant and 
Catholic dissidents against British rule. · Cc;>m riots in Cork, Waterf~rd 
. ... . 
· . 28 
and elsewhere further threatened public order. '!be United Irishmen 
24 lhid., pp. 56-7, 179-81 • 
• 
25 Ibid., pp. 162-3. 
• 
26See w. Pitt to Dundas, s, 27 Nov: 1792, Pitt Pape;s, Clements Library, 
University of Michigan;· Murley, Anglo-French wttr , PP• 201-3. 
27 177_8 • Goodwin Friends of Liberty,,' PP• 283-4. The outcome Ibid., PP• 't th Co~vention in December 1792 and April 1793 was 
of the meetings o e M i d 'lb 
the notorious Scottish sedition trials of 'lbomas u r an omas 
Palmer: ibid. , p. 287. 
2 8irur1e1-, 'Anglo-French war' , PP• 179-Sl, 200 • 
• 
assistance against British rule in ITeland . 29 Meanwhile further 
links were being forged between British radicals and French 
0
revolutiona...a ea. """' F h ~~ ~ 11e renc government granted French citizens-hip 
to Joseph Priestley and ntomas Paine in August; in September Paine 
took his seat as med>er for Calais in the National Convention, and 
in October was appointed to its constitutional committee. 30 Evidence 
of British radical sympathy and support for the French cause was not 
hard to find. In November addre~ses were sent to Paris by the London 
Revolution Society and radical societies at Norwich, Manchester, 
London, Newington and Rochester, while the Society for Constitutional 
Information sent delegates to the National Convention. 31 Addresses 
and toasts to the French nation were also tendered on 4 November at 
the annual dinner of the · London Revolution Society, wher~ French 
guests, including the democrat J~rome Ptition, former member of the 
Constituent Assembly and soon to be mayor of Paris, mingled with 
prominent radicals such as Paine, Priestley, a11 d Tt,omas Walker of 
29Thomas Paine, Lord Edward Fitzgerald, Coquebert (a French agent in 
Ireland) and the French general r,1ix Dumuy all urged Franco-Irish 
co-operation on Lebrun at the end of 1792: Lionel D. Woodward• 
'Les projets de descente en Irlande et les refugiis Irlandais et 
Anglais en Fra~ce sous la Conventio~~ Annales Historiques de la 
Revolution Frartcaise, viii, · 1931, pp. 1-5. For a detailed 
examination of aubsequent Franco-Irish relations see Marianne . 
Elliott, ''The United Irishmen and France 1793-1806' (D. Phil. thesis, 
Oxford University, 1975). 
30Murley • Anglo-French war', p. 24; Goodwin, friends of Liber~, 
P• 262~ Thomas Paine, Rights of Man ed. and intro. by Henry Collins 
(1st pub. 1791-2; Harmondsworth, 1969), PP_• 37-8. 'lbis only added 
to the case against him; , he was tried and convicted in absentia , . 
in December~ and was forced to remain in exile for the rest of · his . 
life, Ironically, Paine's opposition to the execution of Loui~ XVI 
earned him distrust and imprisonment in France as a suspected 
Rey al.is t; ibid. , pp. ,,38-9 l 
31_ - . ch , pp. 153-4•, Goodwin, Frie~ds of Liberty~ 
--m.srley, 'Anglo-Fren war ' . -
pp. 244-6. 
.. 
the Manchester Constitutional Society. A more practical expnaaioo 
of Puppo?'t was the attempt by Sir Wlllia111 Maxwell to commission 
armaments and raise aw,acrlptions in Britain to send to France. 33 
The govemnent' s alarm at contacts between French and British 
radicals and its belief that the French government had sent agents 
to gathe?" intelligence and to foment revolution in Great BTitain 
were part of it~ rationale for introducing the Alien Bill into 
parliament in December 1792. What remains to be seen is whether 
the government's beliefs were justified: were there French agents 
in Britain, did they plot with British radicals and, if so, how 
effective were they? 
II 
J. T. Murley' s study of Anglo-French relations in the months 
preceding the outbreak of war clearly shows that French agents 
were active in &ritain in 1.792, that they were in touch but not 
in collaboration with British radicals and that they were singularly 
ineffective as negotiators, spies and agents provacateurs. Murley 
argues convincingly that their very ineptitude and the inaccuracy 
I 
of their ~ports, coupled with the abandonment of diplomatic channels 
.. 
by bo~h sides, lured the French into declaring war. 
The mutual eschewing of traditional diplomacy was crucial in 
this process. Even before the formal break in August 1792, Georges 
32 
Ibid., pp. 186-7 • 
331bid 242_4 Goodwin argues that the plethora of addresses 
• ' PP· h • gest"on of the London Corresponding Society that 
arose from t e sug .,. i f 
h f 
able t.tnd less dangerous express on o support 
t ey we re a pre er bid 244 
;; than the despatch of ar.ms and money: i ·' P •· • 
... ' 
~iplo111acy , which _by-puaed nonsal channels, sending secret agents 
well-supplied with money as propagandists of France and the Revolution 
. 35 
to sway government and public opioion. '11lis app10ach had its fullest 
flowering in Holland; French funds. supplemented by money fl'om the 
Dutch democrats, &upPorted Dutch Patriots in exile and raised the 
' 
Batavian Legion in July 1792 in preparation for the French invasion 
of Holland. At the same time France used its legation in The Hague 
as a centre for meetings with Dutch Patriots and for the dissemination 
36 . 
of revolutionary propaganda. In 1792 the French opened those 
negotiations wi~h Irish diss~dents which culminated in the French 
invasions of Ireland in 1796 and 1798; 
37 hence the British govemment 
-had grounds for its uneasiness over the presence of French agents in 
England and their possible recruitment of a 'fifth column' to engage 
in subversive activities. 
'!'he British government fostered French reliance on rewlutionary 
38 
diplomacy when it withdre~ the British Ambassador, Lord Gower, from 
34 (1759-94), peasant-born lawyer and politician, founde!" of the radical 
Cordeliers' Club. He became Ministe~ for Justice in 1792, and was a 
foundation member of the Committee of Pub~ic Safety. He left Paris 
aft~r Robespierre gained pol_itical ascendency; on .his return in 1794 
he was arrested tried before the Revolutionary Tribunal, convicted 
despite a heroi~ defence, and executed: Chambers Biographical 
Dictionary, i, p. 352. 
35Murley, 'Anglo-Fnnch w~r', P• 28. 
36Ibid., PP• 223-6, 275, 283. See also Jacques Godechot, France and 
the Atlantic Revolution of the Eighteenth Century tran~. Herbert H. 
· Rowen (New York, 1965), PP• 127-8. • 
37 See above, pp.. 79-80 • , 
38 son-Gower (1758-1833), later Baron Gower (1798) 
George Granvill: ~ve d ·(1833) · son of the first Marquis of Stafford, 
and Duke of Sut er an st ~e of Bridgewater, and husband of the 
heir of his uncle, 1
th
~ la Mp for Newcastle-under-Lyme 1778 and 1780, 
Countess of Suther an • · • • Ainbassador at Paris 1790-92 and 
and StaffordshireGel787-1
98
17•99~~ 8~~s v .N.B., xi, pp
. 102S-7. 
joint Paymaster nera • . -
on 
10 August·, and refused to acknowle the ci-devant Marquis de 
Chauvelin as the accredited French aabassador at St James. 
Lebrm • 39 France's new 'foreign Minister, thereby denied access 
to normal diplomatic channels, espoused Danton's technique of 
nvolutionary diplomacy. He sent a steady flow of secret agents 
'-
across the Channel. 'lbe events of August l 792 left Chauvelin in 
an impossible position. The British government ipored him because 
it refused to recognize the r,11me which he now represented, while 
his new masters distrusted his aristoct'atic background. Lebrun 
sent his agents not only to spy and to spread propaganda, but ala) 
as a means of by-passing Chauvelin. The latter tried to prove his 
value· by sending numerous intelligence ~ports back to Paris. 
Frustrated by his unsuccessful attempts to force recognition from 
the British govemment, Chauvelin cultivated contacts with British 
radicals. 'These moves bred fierce rivalry between the French 
Legation and Lebrun's agents to send Lebrun those distorted reports 
on the strength of British radicalism which shaped his policy towards 
Great Britain.40 Moreover, the activities of both parties, as 
rep~:rted to Evan Nepean through his domest~c intelligen~e system, 
41 
alarmed the British government and was one of its grounds for 
39Pierre He1i'ri Hil~ne Marie Lebrun (or Lebrun-Tondu) (1763-1793), 
published- the Journal Gin,ral de l'Europe in Li~ge before the 
Revolution; appointed Foreign Minister after 10 August 1792, and 
Minister for War October 1792. Robespierre denounced him in 1793; 
the Rewlutionary Tribunal condeumed him as a counter-rewlutionary, 
and he was guillotined on 27 December 1793: George Lefebvre, The 
French Bevol~tion from its Origins to 1793 trans. Elizabeth Moss 
Evanson (London, 1962), · PP• 184, 225, 238, 353; Nouvelle Biographie 
G6n,rale (hereafter N.B.G.), xxx, PP• 160-1. 
40Murley, 'Anglo:.Prencb war, , PP• . xiii, '.32' 38-9. 
41 Ibid., p. 62 • 
.. 
• 
introducing the Alien Bill. 
From August 1792 onward. Lebrun and Danton sent a number of 
. independent agents or groups of agents to Britain. Talleyrand,42 
the •-Bishop of Autun. can probably be considered as the first. ) 
He arrived in August, was unsuccessful in his attempts to see Lord 
Grenville• and quickly retired from the. diplomatic scene; he had 
accepted the mission pri111arily as a means of leaving France witho~t 
incuning confiscation of his property under the laws against the 
43 llld.gn.11. 
The major secret mission to Britain was. led by Pran~oia Noel, 
an academic priest turned revolutionary journalist. He arrived on 
2 September 1792, accompanied by Danton's step-brother, Recordain, 
and Mergez, Danton's cousin. 44 Noel was soon joined by an agent 
named Benoit who stayed only briefly, to be replaced by Scipion 
Mourgue, a former member of the French Legation who had quan-elled 
45 
with Chauvelin. Noel was instructed to gather intelligence and to 
46 
spread revolutionary propaganda. Although he was not sent to negotiate, 
42Charles Maurice de Talleyrand-P4rigord (1754-1838), later Prince de 
Bem!vent. He was nominated Bishop of Autun in 1788, and elected to 
the Estates-General in 1789. He welcomed the Civil Constitution of 
the Clergy in 1790, consecrated .two bishops in 1791 and was 
excommunicated by the Pope. After failing to return to France from 
England, he was declared an ~migre in December 1792. The British 
government deported him in 1794 (se~ below, p. 122). After two years 
in the United States he returned to Paris, and was made Foreign Minister 
under the Directory in 1797. He was closely associated with Bonaparte 
until 1809, and one of the most powerful men in France. He turned 
completely against Bonaparte in 1814, and became Foreign Minister under 
the Restoration, negotiating skilfully for France at the Congress of 
Vienna, but soon lost favour. He supported Louis Philippe in the ~830 
Revolution, and was appointed ambassador in London: Chambers Biographical 
Dictionary, ii, p. 1246. 
4'Mv,.ie,, 'Anglo-French war' , pp • 38-9 , 64-S • 
4411:,1d., pp. 32-4, 38. 
45n,.1d., p. 67. 
·
46lbi •• , ·PP• 36-8. 
• 
attempted to do ao, without He had several meetings with 
W 47 · illiam Augustus Hiles, who tried to keep negotiations going between 
48 France and Bl:'itain in the hope of ave1.ting war, and he met William 
49 50 Smith, the radical H.P., but was unable to make any important 
contacts in government circles. Amongst the radicals, he talked to 
51 52 David WilU- and Dr Joseph Priestley, but was rebuffed by Sheridan 
and Lansdowne. 53 
·. The French government sent a nunaber of other agents, or used 
volunteers already resident in England, such as Say de Bellec6te and 
~ 
Randon de·Lucenay, a merchant who claimed friendship with Fox and 
' . 
Sheridan.54 Lebrun sent Xavier Aubriet, a young relative, to 
investigate the dispute between Chauvelin and Noel, to report on 
Achille Viard, another agent, and to report general impressions to 
be gained from touring through Great Britain and Ireland. Lebrun also 
used foreigners sympathetic to the Revolution, such as Gorani, an 
47 (1753?-1817), political writer, a former agent of the Foreign Office 
and correspondent of Pitt: ibid., pp. 71, 256-8; D.N.B., xiii, p. 379. 
48Ibid. 
49 (1756-1835), M.P. for Sudbury 1784-90, Camelfotd 1791, Sudbury 1796-
1802, and Norwich 1802, 1807, 1812, 1818, 1820 and 1826-30. He was a 
Foxite Whig, championed Dr Priestley, and campaigned strongly against 
the slave trade: D.N.B., xviii, pp. 557-9 • 
. SOHurley, 'Anglo-French war' , p • 71. 
51(1738-1816), founder of the Royal L~terary Fund, 
In September 1792 he was granted honorary French 
Friends of Liberty, pp_. 224; 487. · 
and political theorist. 
citizenship: Goodwin, 
52(1733-1804) Dissenting theologian and scie11tist. His house in • 
Birmingham ~as wxecked in July 1791 by a mob protesting against his 
revolutionary sympathies: D.N.B., xvi, PP• 357-76 • 
. 
53:Muriey, 'Anglo-Fre~ch war'~ P• 69. 
54 lbid.,. p. 39. 
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86 
Italian publicist, and Stephen Fayne, an American sent both to buy 
arms and to persuade Englishmen of the value of staying neutral. None 
. 
of these, nor any of Noel's group, were particularly successful as 
emissaries, intelligence officers or propagandists, 55 although Noel 
may have had some success in i~fluencing English newspapers such as 
. 
the Morning Chronic'le, the Argus and the Gaze teer in favour of the 
56 Revolutionary cause. On some counts Chauvelin emerged as the best 
intelligence officer. He sensed the anti-radical and anti-French swing 
in .Britain in late November-December 1792, and reported accordingly_ to 
57 , 
Lebrun. He also sent valuable and accurate naval intelligence, 
gained from an agent whom he s~nt around the south coastal ports 
· 58 
and from Vital, a clerk in the employ of the Duke of Richmond, the 
Master-·General of the Ordinance. 59 
The final agent of ~evolutionary diplomacy who should be mentioned 
is Hugues Bernard ·Maret, later Due de BassanC;?, who came to London in 
November 1792, ostensibly on a minor· errand. While in London Maret was 
I 
in touch with the French legation and several of the French agents. He 
met William Smith, who helped to arrange a meeting between Pitt and 
55Ibid., PP• 38-9. 63-9, 79-80. 
56 
. Ibid., p. 69. 
5 7Noel also warned Lebrun of the change in ·mood', but he ignored them 
both: Goodwin, Friend$ of Liberty, p. 257. 
S8Charles Lennox, third Duke of Richmond and Lennox (1735-1806), soldier, 
Lord-Lieutenant of Sussex. 1763, Ambassador at Paris_ 1765, Secretary of 
State for the Southern Department 1766-7, Master-General of the 
Ordinance and member of cabinet, 1782-95. Although noted for his 
espousal of parliamentary reform in the 1780s, he strongly opposed it 
in the 1790s. O.N.B., xi, PP• 923-7. 
59Murley, 'Anglo-French war', p. 74. In December 1792 an agent named 
Restif was also sending naval information, and Lebrun sent Pereyra, 
a Portugese Jew, to report on the Navy and on troop dispositions; 
he was quite successful: ibid., pp. 286-7, 301, 417-20 • 
• 
• 
• . 
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87 
60 Maret on 2 December. · Maret assured Pitt that the Edict of Fraternity 
was not directed at Britain; Pitt was justifiably sceptical, given the 
French reception of British radical addresses. 61 In the event, Maret's 
attempts to ensure British neutrality were overtaken by the French 
declaration of war in February 1793 • 
To st1m up, the British government was justified in ·its belief 
that the French were infiltrating agents, money and propaganda into 
Britain, and in fact was quite well informed of their identity and 
activities. The agents did try to influence British opinion and 
radicals in favour of the Revolution and revolutionary action. They 
w~re not notably successful: revolut i onary ideas were far more potent 
than the French agents, and the French government, like the British, 
failed to grasp the essentially _reformist nature of British radicalism 
and the strong conservative support of the British mode of government. 
The agents had few close contacts amongst t.he radicals, knew little of 
the radical movement and considerably overestimated its strength. 
Their intelligence reports were, therefore, often both erroneous 
and misleading, and contributed towards the French decision to declare 
war, while their presence and activities ,in Britain stirred the British 
government into drafting legislation designed to curtail their activities. 
III 
The actions of the British govemmen t be tween May and December 1792 
show its first attempts to deal wi.th the practical problems associated 
60 Apparently Pitt had approved Smith's approach . to Maret. See Richard W. 
Davis, Dissent in Politics 1780-1830: the olitical life of William 
Smith, M.P. London, 1971), pp. 89-92. 
61.turley, 'Anglo-French war', pp. 263-5; Goodwin, Friends of Liberty, 
pp. 256-7 • 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
with the increasing number of refugees arriving from the Continent, 
interwoven with its response to · loca~ radicalism and Pitt's wooing 
· of the conservative Whigs. Among the latter the ambitious Lord 
62 
Loughborough was a particular target. By May 1792 he was already 
on increasingly intimate terms with the ministry, and a valuable 
source of infonnation on the state of the Whigs. 63 
88 
. Loughborough's advice may have prompted the proclamation mooted 
64 
by Dundas on 9 May. On 4 May Loughborough ~old Lord Auckland that 
some Whigs were ready to support the government 'in repressing any 
attempt to disturb the publick Tranquility'. 65 He suggested that 
the difficulty of making a declaration of principle on an executive 
decision might be overcome by putting forward a measure important 
. 
enough in the eyes of the public to justify men of principle standing 
forth to support it."66 Pitt invited the Whigs to collaborate on the 
proclamation, but despite his overtures, Portland was prepared only 
to suggest amendments to the proposed measure, not to join in its 
issue; 67 the Whigs might 'act in concert though not in conjunction'. 
He was still anxious not to aggravate the schism between the conservative 
and radical wings of the p~rty. 
62Alexander Wedderburn, first Baron Loughborough (1733-1805), later 
first Earl of Rosslyn, Chief Justice 1780-92 and Lord Chancellor 
1793-1801. He already had a history of shifting allegiances: see 
D.N .B., x~, pp. 1044-5. 
63r. O'Gorman, The Whig Party and the French Revolution (New York, 1967), 
pp. 86-7. 
64see above, pp. 73-4. 
~ 651,ord Loughborough to [Auckland], 4 May 1792, P.R.0.30/8/153, f. 83. 
66 Ibid. , ff. 83-4. 
6 7Portland to [Pitt], 9, 13 May 1792, P .R.O. 30/8/ 168, ff. 101, 103; 
Elliot to Lady Elliot, 14 May 1792, Minto, ii, pp. 23-4; O'~rman, 
Whig Party, p. 88. Also, the Whigs would lose face by such public 
collaboration • 
• 
• 
• • 
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Pitt accepted the anendmcnts suggested by the conservative Whigs, 
and continued to woo them. Due to a delay caused by Pitt's moves to 
oust Lord Thurlow from the Lord Chancellorship, the proclamation was 
not issued until 21 May. Thurlow' s departure allowed Dundas to of fer 
the seals to Loughborough. He declined, but acted as an intermediary 
in talks of coalition. However, talks between Portland and Fox on 
24 May prevented differences of opinion expressed in the debate the 
68 following day from breaking the apparent unity of the Whigs. 
Negotiations for a coalition with the Whigs continued throughout 
the summer, but came to nothing. The Whigs refused to coalesce without 
Fox; Fox would not join unless Pitt left the Treasury, Pitt's friends 
refused to countenance Fox being in the ministry, and Pitt was not 
prepared to stand down as Prime Minister. Although unity of class 
interest in the face of internal disturbance was a desirable object, 
it is doubtful that either side was fully serious in its proposals. 
At the end of August the Whig party still held together, with its 
members' distrust of Pitt reinforced by the negotiations. 69 
In his meeting with Portland in May, 
Pitt told the Duke that he had undoubted information of many 
foreigners who are employed to raise sedition in England, and 
that money is sent from France to assist in this attempt. 70 
68Elliot to Lady Elliot, 17, 22 May 1792, Minto, ii, pp. 26, 29; 
Portland to Pitt, 24 May 1792, P.R.O. 30/8/168, f. 105; O'Gorman, · 
Whig Party, pp. 88-9. 
69For 8 discussion of the negotiations, see ibid., pp. 91-102; Loren 
Reid, Charles James Fox: a man for the people (London, 1969), 
pp. 284-6. 
70E1liot to Lady Elliot, 14 May 1792, Minto, ii, p. 24. 
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The P7°clamation eased the situation during the summer, but the m~asure 
was not strong enough to withstand the increased pressure caus.ed by the 
mass influx of French in September 1792. The government's first 
inkling of this was a letter from Eastbourne on 9 Septemb~r , reporting 
cthe landing there of 250 fugitives, mainly priests, 71 and similar 
reports followed thick and fast from the south coast. The government 
was alarmed by the possible dangers to security posed by the flood of 
arrivals, and reviewed its powers for dealing with the influx. Pitt's-
ministry had no experience of the matter, and was uncertain of its 
legal powers. 
On 12 September ,!)undJ:ts wrote when calling a meeting to discuss 
the situation: 
What His Majesty can do by His own Prerogative, must, in 
the present moment, be the first object of discussion, and 
it will be for future consideration to determine how far 
any Parliamentary Provision will be necessary.72 
In the meantime, he requested. a legal opinion from the law lords on 
' the subject. The 0 government wanted to know how far the provisions 
of the Habeas Corpus Act could be applied to foreigners, and welcomed 
suggestions on 'what powers were available to the executive government 
to prevent the residence of aliens, or to make them 'give Security 
73 for their peaceable and inoffensive Conduct'. 
71v1scount Bayham and S. Thornton to Dundas, 9 Sept. 1792, H.O. 42/21, 
f. 4 72. 
72Dundas to Lord Kenyon, Lord Loughborough and the Lord Chief Baron, 
12 Sept. 1792, H.O. 43/4, p. 96. 
·73Ibid. The copy sent to Loughborough was for his private information, 
and Dundas invited his comments. See Dundas to Grenville, 12 Sept. 
1792 Historical Manuscripts Commission, The Manuscripts of J.B. 
Fort~scue, Esq. Preserved at Dropmore 7 vols (London, 1891-1927), 
ii, pp. 314-15 (hereafter H.M.C. Dropmore) • 
• 
• 
• 
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Dundas regarded the current influx of aliens as an inconvenience 
rather than a peril. His fear was that future arrivals might be of a 
more dangerous character. He expected that Brunswick's invading armies 
would conquer Paris and thereby 'create much panick in those concerned 
in the late atrocious proceedings, and it may occur to many of them to 
seek refuge by flight into this Country'. If Brunswick could restore 
order in Paris, he might req"uest the extradition of such persons, so 
it was important to consider Britain's proper and legal action in such 
circumstances. 74 
The government promised the Austrian and Neapolitan ambassadors 
that no asylum would be given to regicides if the French King or Queen 
were murdered. The Foreign Secretary, Lord Grenville, told his brother 
75 the Marquis of Buckingham that 
Opinions are a little doubtful about the best means of giving 
effect to this promise, should the case arise. Our lawyers 
seem clear, and Blackstone expressly asserts, that the King 
may prevent any alien from coming into the kingdom, or remaining 
there. But this power has so rarely been used, that it may, 
perhaps, be better to have a special Act of Parliament applying 
to this case. 76 
Brunswick's failure to capture Paris removed the spectre of hordes of 
displaced Jacobins fleeting to Britain. However, fears of Britain 
74nundas to Lord Kenyon, Lord Loughborough and Lord Chief Baron • 
12 Sept. 1792, H.0.43/4, pp. 95-7. 
75ceorge Nugent-Temple-Grenville, first Marquis of Buckingham (1753-1813), 
a former Lord Lieutenant of Ireland (1782-3, 1787-9), and Pitt's first 
cousin. In 1775 he married the Hon. Mary Elizabeth Nugent (1759-1812), 
elder daughter and co-heiress of Earl Nugent: see D.N.B., viii, pp. 
560-2. She was a practising Catholic, and through her influence, 
Buckingham became interested in the welfare of the French refugee 
clergy. 
76crenville to Marquis of Buckingham, 20 Sept. 1792, Duke of Buckingham 
and Chandos, Memoirs of the Court and Cabinets of GeOtJP the 11\ird 
4 vols (2nd edn, revised, London, 1853), ii, p. 217 • 
• 
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being infiltrated by French emissaries bearing subversive ideas were 
st rengthened by the decree of the French Convention on 19 November 
1792, by which it offered assistance to all peoples who wished to 
gain their liberty. 
One group of emigr~s in England caused the government particular 
concern. Early adherents of the Revolution in France had themselves 
come under threat as the Revolution became increasingly radical. Some 
came to England before August 1792. 77 Tite events of 10 August were a 
signal to prominent Constitutionalists such as Narbonne and Talleyrand 
78 that France was no longer safe for them, and both departed for England. 
79 In September, Fanny Burney's sister wrote to her that 
la Marquise de la Chat re, whose husband80 is with the 
emigrants; her son; M. de Narbonne, lately Ministre 
de la Guerre; M. de Montmorency; Charles or Theodore 
Lameth; Jauco~rt; _and one or two more, whose names I 81 have forgotten, are either arrived today, or expected. 
Madame de Stal!l later joined this group of Constitutionalists at Juniper 
Hall, and Talleyrand was a visitor there. The government viewed this 
group with suspicion, as being tainted by their involvement in the 
Revolution, and Talleyrand was especially distrusted because of his 
association with local radicals such as Thomas Paine, Home Tooke and 
77A. Storer to Auckland, 27 July 1792, Auckland, Journal and 
Correspondence, ii, p~ 421. 
78s. Phillips to F. Burney, Nov. 1792, Frances d'Arblay, Diary and 
Letters of Madame d' Arb lay (1778-1840) ed. Charlotte Barrett, with 
preface and notes by Austin Dobson, 6 vols (London, 1904-05), v, 
p. 136; Prince de Talleyrand, Memoires du Prince de Talleyrand, 
preface and notes by the Due de Broglie, 5 vols (Paris, 1891), i, 
p. 224. 
79Frances Burney (1752-1840), authoress and diarist. 
of the Constitutionalist emigres, General Alexandre 
Chambers Biographical Dictionary, i, p. 199. 
She married •one 
d 'Arblay, in 1793: 
80c1aude-Louis, Comte de La Chatre de Naniay (174S-1824), later Due de 
La Chatre. He was commissioned as Colonel of the Loyal Emigrant 
regiment on 1 May 1793: Pinasseau, Emigration Militaire, ii, pp. 85-6. 
81Pb1111ps to F. Bumey, Sept. 1792, d'Arblay, Diary.and Letters, v, 
p. 117. 
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the Marquis of Lansdowne. 82 
The government knew it would need reliable information on aliens 
if it were to establish effective controls over the refugees, so Dundas 
early sought out f 1·om people in contact with them 'every degree of 
intelligence respecting the number and description of People arriving 
83 from France'. From the first, he had received information on the 
arrival of refugees at the ports on the south coast and the Channel 
Islands from private individuals, customs officers and local government 
officials. 84 The customs houses kept returns of numbers arriving at 
the various ports, 85 and by November, customs officers 'were reporing 
86 
arrivals directly to the Home Office, as well as through James Hume 
of the central customs office in London. Thus the use of customs 
officers to report on arrivals was already in operation when legislation 
on aliens was introduced in December. 
Several charitable committees for the relief of the French refugees 
were set up in September, and the two major ones, Wilmot' s Comrni ttee 
87 
and Thomas' Committee, proved a further source of information on the 
refugees. On 17 September Rev. Dr Walker King, 88 a member of Wilmot' s 
82 Rose , Pitt , p • 51. 
83Dundas to T. Curry, 13 Sept. 1792, H.0.43/4, P• 97; Dundas to Bayham 
and Thornton, 14 Sept. 1792, ibid., p. 98; Dundas to Lieut.-C'-r0v. Trigge, 
15 Sept. 1792, ibid.; Dundas to E. Burke, 21 Sept. 1792, Edmund Burke, 
The Correspondence of Edmund Burke, ed. · P.J. Marshall and John A. Woods, 
•vol. vii (Cambridge, 1968), p. 223. 
84curry to Dundas, 12 Sept. 1792, H.0.42/21, f. 529; Trigge to [Dundas?), 
13 Sept. 1792, ibid., f. 539; Lord Sheffield to[?), 21 Sept. 1792, 
ibid., f. 581; Paul Le Mesurier to Dundas, 22 Sept. 1792, ibid., f. 602. 
85 The Times 16, 23 Oct. 1792 • 
86Newport (Dover) to Long, 12 Nov. 1792, H.0.42/22, f. 358; Crowder 
(Harwich) to Long, 12 Nov. 1792, ibid., f. 360. 
87nie former aided the clergy only, and the latter both clergy and laity. 
For a fuller discussion of the foundation of the committees, see Chapter5. 
88(1751-1827), later (1809) Bishop of Rochester. He was a friend of 
Edmund Burke's: Burke, Correspondence, vii, p. 56. 
• 
• 
• 
• 
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Committee, estimated that there were then two thousand refugee clergy 
89 
in England. The priests came mainly from Brittany, Normandy, Picardy 
and the neighbourhood of Calais. 90 Their characters could be ascertained 
from the superiors of their dioceses, to whom they were referred for 
certificates on their arrival in London, when most priests reported to · 
the Bishop of St Pol de L~on. 91 The Bishop kept a register which 
recorded their names, dioceses and ecclesiastical functions. By 
19 September he had inscribed almost a thousand names. 92 
93 As a further means of gathering information, Dundas asked Lord Hood, 
94 the naval commander in Portsmouth, to make a list of the refugees there, 
just as he later asked Fall to do in Jersey. When Hood and Trigge, the 
Lieutenant-Governor of Portsmouth, suggested that the government should allow 
95 some three hundred priests to occupy Forton Hospital at Gosport, the 
government agreed, as Dundas phrased it, 'both from sentiments of humanity 
and from the expediency of keeping as many of those unfortunate men as 
96 possible within the knowledge of Government'. Walker King approved 
89w. King to Dundas, 17 Sept. 1792, H.0.42/21, f. 558, (hereafter cited 
as W. King, to distinguish him from John King, who is cited without 
initial). 
90tbid. 
91Ibid. Jean-Franrois de La Marche ( 1729-1806) was a Breton bishop who 
had strongly resisted the Civil Constitution of the Clergy, then fled 
to England in 1791. He was a rallying point for practical assis.tance 
to (:he exiled clergy in Britain: N.B.G., ·xxix, pp. 51-2. Also, see 
below, 
92ta Marche to Dundas, 19 Sept. 1792, H.0.42/21, f. 572. 
93samuel Hood, first Viscount Hood (1724-1816), a lord of the Admiralty, 
famous for his naval battles in the West Indies during the American 
war of Independence. As naval commissioner of Toulon in 1793, he was 
involved with the Toulonese evacuees: see D.N.B., ix, pp. 1157-64. 
94Dundas to Lord Hood, 21 Sept. 1792, H.0.42/21, f. 584. 
95see below, pp. 210-11. · 
96nundas to George III, 22 Sept. 1792, George III, Later Correspondence, 
1, p. 616 • 
• 
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of the project, but for reasons of economy rather than security. He 
pointed out to Dundas that only a third of the total number were 
applying for relief, so many would not come under the government's 
eye, and that those who had been sent with 'evil intentions' would 
97 hardly be under the necessity o.f applying for charity • 
November brought the problem of the military emigres. The 
government was alarmed at the prospect of having a large number of 
armed French soldiers in the kingdom, no matter what their political 
allegiances. 1he Home Office thought it advisable to station men 
along the roads from Harwich and Dover to London to search aliens 
for arms, and to bring anyone bearing them before a magistrate. In 
so instructing one local man, Evan Nepean warned that 
It is possible that in the performance of this 
service some steps may be necessary to be taken not 
exactly justifiable by Law, but in times like the 
present, when dangerous incendiaries are daily 
resorting to this Country, avowedly with mischievous 
intentions, it is not necessary to be very ni.ce. 98 
He promised that the government would give support if any trouble 
h . 99 arose from sue actions. 
In a letter to Pitt, William Augustus Miles, no loyer of the 
imigr~s, warned ~itt that their arms might be turned against Britain, 
97w. King to [Dundas], 20 Sept. 1792, H.0.42/21, ff. 576-7. 
99Nepean to Rev. P. Salter, 1 Dec. 1792, H.0.42/23, f. 43. 
99 tbid. 
• 
• 
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'and the fable of the Trojan horse realized'. He suggested that 
foreigners should be compelled to deposit all arms at the customs 
96 
houses on arrival, 'giving the collector or mayor their names, situation 
in life, and the object of their coming to England'. lOO Miles was 
mistaken in his belief that this letter was the origin of the Alien 
Bill, but his suggestion about arms was incorporated in it. 
During November, the ministry thought that there was danger of 
insurrection in the country, and decided to call out the militia . l()l 
Parliament had to be convened within fourteen days of the militia being 
called out on 1 December, and it was in the ensuing session that the 
first Alien Bill was introduced. · Sir Gilbert Elliot, a Whig who 
supported Burke's views on the Revolution, knew of no insurrections, and 
thought that Pitt had called out the militia as an excuse to convene parliament 
102 
at short notice. . Fox was scathing on the subject of insurrections at 
1 h ld b d b i 't 1 b described' • 103 p aces t at cou not e name , e ng oo notor ous to e 
The government had two obvious motives for introducing the Alien Bill in 
this session: to deal with a genuinely perceived threat to internal security, 
and to reap political advantage from dissensions in the Whig ranks. 
lOO~liles to Pitt, 30 Nov. 1792, ~liles, Correspondence, i, p. 361. For 
the Trojan horse idea, see also W. Robertson to [?], 5 Dec. 1792, 
H.0.42/23, f. 134. 
lOlFor the views of Pitt and Dundas, see Pitt to Dundas, 8, 27 Nov. 1792, 
Pitt Papers, Clements Library, University of Michigan. From these 
letters, it would appear that the alarms came from Dundas in Scotland; 
Pitt was preoccupied with seditious libels rather than aliens at the 
time. 
l02Elliot to Lady Elliot, 13 Dec. 1792, Minto, ii, pp. 80-1. Parliament 
could not be convened at less than fourteen days notice, unless for 
the purpose of calling out the militia: ibid. 
l03Charles James Fox, Memorials and Correa ondence of Charles James Fox 
ed. Lord John Russel , London, 853-7 , iii, pp. 30-1 • 
• 
• 
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IV 
The Alien Bill introduced in the House of Lords by Lord 
Grenville on 19 December 1792 represented the legislative outcome of the 
government's growing fears of an influx of aliens bearing seditious ideas, 
and experience of revolution, into a country in which political radica~s 
were questioning the rights of the oligarchs to rule unchallenged and 
unchanged. Politically, it was the culmi11dtion of the fir~t stage towards 
the coalition of the Portland Whigs .with Pitt's ministry, which was to be 
effected in July 1794. 
Negotiations for a coalition between the entire Whig party and the 
ministry had continued throughout the summer and autumn, without result. 
If Fox's position in the party had been equivocal then, by the time the 
session opened, he was clearly aligned with the radical and reforming 
wing which was so distrusted by conservative Whigs such as Portland and 
Fitzwilliam. Portland could no longer condone Fox's views on reform, 
sedition and the French Revolution, but he was still held to him by ties 
of affection and long political association. One faction within the 
party, comprising Windham, Loughborough, Elliot, Malmesbury and Burke, 
thought that the time had come for a formal separation from t~e Foxite 
Whigs and urged Portland to break with them. This faction later formed 
a 'Third Party', under the nominal leadership of Windham. 104 The debates 
on the Alien Bill clearly exposed these splits in the Whig ranks. 
The session opened on 13 December and was conducted amid rumours 
-
that French emissaries and persons actually concerned in the massacres of 
105 10 August and early September were in London. Auckland sent reports 
104o'Gorman, Whig Party, pp. 119-21. 
lOSElliot to Lady Elliot, 13, 25 Dec. 1792, Mintq,ii, PP• 81, 91. 
• 
• 
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to Grenville warning of dangerous characters entering England, adding that 
'there are 200 or 300 emissaries from the Propagande, with allowances to 
live in taverns, coffee houses, and ale-houses, and to promote disorder•~06 
This climate of apprehension of sedition, and speculation as to the 
possibility of war with France, 107 affected the debates. The main body 
of conservative Whigs thought that the country and constitution were in 
danger from the seditious practices and principles of British radicals 
and French Jacobins within the realm, and believed that war was imminent. 
For them, it was right and necessary to support the Bill; their dilemma 
was whether or not to extend this support more generally to an administration 
which they disliked and distrusted, thereby making an irreparable breach 
' 
with the Foxite wing of the party • 
The Foxite Whigs argued that fears of sedition were largely groundless, 
and were being exploited by Pitt's ministry to enable it to introduce 
repressive measures. War was imminent only if the ministry desired it. 
The way of the Foxites was clear; they must oppose the Alien Bill as 
an unnecessarily repressive measure, and continue in their opposition 
to Pitt's administration. 
The group around Windham thought that the conservative Whigs should 
support the government in a separate body, and considered that Portland's 
reluctance to break with Fox was damaging his reputation and that of his 
followers. 108 Windham, Elliot and Malmesbury pressed Portland to declare 
l06Auckland to Grenville, 14 Dec. 1792, H.M.C. Dropmore, ii, p. 358. 
l07Parliament ordered the augmentation of the forces during this session: 
w. Cobbett (ed.), Parliamentary History of England (hereafter Parl. Hist.), 
xxx, col. 334. 
108Elliot to Lady Elliot, 15, 18 Dec. 1792, Minto, ii, pp. 82-3, 85. 
L 
, 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
99 
• 
his stance to the House. s 1 t · h evera 1mes e promised to do so, but backed 
down each time, to the exasperation of the group.109 Elliot forced the 
Duke's hand to some extent with his own speech in the House of commons. 
He disassociated his views from those of Fox, and ~eclared that it was 
'thd duty of every man to stand forward in support of his majesty's 
government, and thus to maintain the constitution, and to save the country'. 
He further stated that many friends, including Portland, shared his 
t . t h' 110 sen 1.men s. Tis .upset Fox. That evening, Windham and Elliot met an 
't t d F t B l' lll · agi a e ox a ur ington House, and Elliot described the meeting as 
'a most unpleasant conference, each of us claiml.J'lg the Duke of Portland, 
who is involved in such a labyrinth of inconsistencies as he can never 
extricate himself from'. Portland agreed that while Elliot had spoken 
with his authority on the necessity for supporting the government, Elliot ' s 
. 112 disavowal of Fox had been on his own behalf. 
Whig unity was disintegrating but had not yet broken; Portland, 
113 . 114 Titchfield and Thomas Grenville spoke in favour of the measure, but 
l09Elliot to Lady Elliot, 20, 22, 27 Dec. 1792, ibid., pp. 86, 88, 951 
Minute of meeting at Burlington House, 24 Dec. 1792, ibid., pp. 92-51 
Elliot's draft representation to Portland (not executed), Dec. 1792, 
N.L.S. Ms 11193, ff. 110-11; Entries 18-26 Dec. 1792, Earl of Malmesbury, 
Diaries and correspondence of James Harris, first Earl of Malmesbµry 
ed. Earl of Malmesbury, 4 vols (London, 1844), ii, pp. 478-88 • 
llOParl. Hist., xxx, 28 Dec. 1792, cols 176-8. 
111 London home of the Duke of Portland. 
ll2Elliot to Lady Elliot, 29 Dec. 1792, Minto, ii, p. 96; Entry 28 Dec. 1792, 
Malmesbury, Diaries and CorresP9ndence, ii, p. 492. 
113
'1'he Marquis of Titchfield, Portland's eldest son. 
114 (1755-1846), brother of Lords Buckingh~ and Grenville, but a Whig 
supporter. M.P. for Buckinghamshire 1780-4, Alborough 1790-6, Buckingham 
1796-1818; envoy extraordinary to VieMa (1794) and Berlin (1799); and 
President of the Board of Control and First Lord of the Admiralty 1806-7. 
He bequeathed his book collection (the 'Grenville Library') to the British 
Museum. See D.N.B., vii, PP• 575-6 • 
'· 
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disavowed ·any general support of the government. Carlisle, Burrell, 
Ridley and Fielding spoke in favour of the bill, but remained in the mainstream ' 
of the party. Hartley,· Windham, Elliot, Beauchamp, Burke and Stanley 115 
spoke in support of the measure, and later joined the breakaway 'Third Party' 
that formed when France declared war in February 1793.116 
lhe Alien_ Bill was represented to Parliament as a measure necessary 
for the safety of the rea~. Its rationale, as expressed by Pitt in his 
swnming-up speech, was tl,at 
great numbers of foreigners had come into this country 
without th~ means of subsistence, without being brought 
here for any purposes of commerce, · or without any 
possibility of discrimination, 
thus forming a problem of itself. However, 'these persons came from a 
country whose principles were inimical to the peace and order of every 
~,, 
other government'. In addition, France was propagating her doctrines by 
every means of art and force. But the crux of the matter was the existence 
of those in Britain who propagated the same principles and corresponded . 
with the Jacobins. 'Was there, then, not reason to suppose, that persons 
might'have been sent to this country, with a view to carrying on that 
concert'? Though their numbers might not be great, 'it was to be recollected, 
that these were ·not to act upon their single,strength, but in conjµnction 
. . 117 
with those in this ~ountry, who entertained seditious views' • 
115John Stanley (1740~99), M.P. for Hastings_ 1784-96. He practised as a 
lawyer ' in Nevis, held several offices, including President of the Council, 
in the Leeward Islands, and owned considerable property in the West 
Indies: Sir Lewis Nam~.er and John Brooke (eds), The History of Parliament: 
the House of Commons J.754-1790 3 vols (London, 1964), iii, p. 472. He was 
an active member of Thomas' Committee for the relief of the French clergy 
and laity: Minutes 5 Nov. 1792, B.M. Add. Ms 18591, ff 37-8. 
1161 have given Whig labels to those who spoke of often acting in Opposition, 
. or who are listed as such in O'Gorman, Whig Party, Appendix I, pp. 243-9. 
Members of the 'Third Party', are listed in ibid., Appendix II, pp. 2S0-1. 
117Parl. Hist., xxx, 4 Jan •. 1793, cols 229-31 • 
• 
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Such a conjunction of internal and external enemies of the existing 
state was what Pitt feared above all else.118 The Alien Bill can be seen 
as an early legislative manifestation of this fear, which was evidenced 
later in the suspension of the Habeas Corpus Act in 1794, and the 
Traitorous Correspondence and Seditious Meetings Acts in 1795. As 
M.A. Taylor pointed out, the ministers had justified calling parliament 
on the grounds of the eruption of insurrection inimical to the constitution. 119 
Not just the Bill, but the session itself was based on the idea that a time 
of crisis was at hand, and that Britain and her constitution were 
threatened by external force and internal insurrection. 
The proposed me~sure would grant the Crown and the executive an unusual 
amount of discretionary power, so much of the argument cent~ed around 
whether presumed but unproven danger to the realm justified an extension 
of executive power. In introducing the Bill into the House of Commons, 
Dundas said that he hoped the regulations would be seen as necessary to the 
safety of the state, 'and not giving a power to the executive government 
. . if' d' 120 greater than the occasion Just ie • 
118In one area, these fears were justified. In December 1792 the French 
Govemment began the secret negotiations with the United Irishmen, 
which lod to the French invasion of Ireland in 1796, and the Irish 
uprising in 1798. See above, pp •. 79-80 • 
119 
Parl. Hist., xxx, 4 Jan. 1793, col. 194. 
120Ibid., 28 oec. 1792, col. 176. Speakers giving the safety of the 
country as a reason for supporting such a bill included Pitt, Dundas, 
Mitford, Lord Mulgrave, Jenkinson, Hardinge, and members who usually 
opposed the government, such as Lord Beauchamp, Lord Fielding, Colonel 
Hartley, Sir M. w. Ridley, ·st~ley, Sir Thomas Grenville and Lord 
Titchfield: ibid., 28 Dec. 1792, cols 176, 189; 31 Dec. 1792, 
cols 192, 194; 4 Jan. 1793, cols 197, 200, 205, 212, 216, 219, 231 • 
• 
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Some of the strongest supporting speeches came from the Whig ranks. 
Edmund Burke, Sir Peter Burrell, Si~ Gilbert Elliot and William Windham 
all advocated the measure in terms of a wider principle of support for 
the administration in a time of crisis. Burrell put solidarity above 
faction in this manner: 
The question now was, not who should govern, but whether 
there should be any government at all; not who should be 
minister, but whether there should be a ministry. While 
we were quarrelling about the shadow, the Fren9h were 
endeavouring to deprive us of the substance.12! 
Windham put the case for strong government. If a bad administration was 
a bad thing, so was a weak one, he argued. A bad administration must 
be made weak to be overturned, and the interim might prove dangerous 
to the security of the country. At the present moment, he doubted that 
the benefit to be gained was worth the risk involved. In such times, 
the ministry should be able to concentrate on its functions, rather than 
on keeping office. 122 
In leading the opposition to the Bill, Fox tried to bring the debate 
away from the question of general support for the ministry. He considered 
that the Bill should be discussed on two grounds. Firstly, did any 
danger exist? If not, then there was no need for the Bill. Secondly, did 
123 
the Bill contain the remedy, if such danger was real? He maintained 
that Britain was in no danger from the propagation of French opinions, as 
124 it was a country 'where rational liberty was enjoyed and understood'. 
Grey argued that danger from France was 'much less likely to come by 
121tbid., 31 Dec. 1792, col. 191. 
1221bid., 4 Jan. 1793, cols 215-6. 
1231bid., 31 Dec. 1792, col. 193. 
1241bid., 4 Jan. 1793, col. 220 • 
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persons than by writings', and that the Bill would be ineffective against 
correspondence between the two countries. 125 
Opposition complaints that tne ministry had failed to produce any 
evidence of danger from aliens were well founded. In introducing the 
Bill, Dundas had refused to enter into details of the grounds for 
allegations: 
As this bill was grounded on suspicion, and authorized 
the executive government to act upon that principle, it 
would be impossible, with any degree of propriety, to 
lay open the particular sources of infonnation.126 
Hawkesbury said that to lay the evidence of subversive behaviour on the 
table might defeat the purpose of the Bill. 127 In supporting the ministry 
l 
and the measure, Burke even went so far as to argue that 'The strong 
measure which ministers had been obliged to adopt sufficiently proved the 
' 
128 i 'b d Bi . exigence of the crisis'. P tt descri e the 11 as a precautionary 
measure, 'founded in facts of notoriety, and the most evident deductions 
129 
of reasoning'. He gave his reasoning: the~e was an influx of aliens; 
they came from F~ance, whose principles were inimical _to other governments; 
France was spreading those principles by art and force; and there were 
· 130 people in Britain who shared those principles and had contacts with France. 
125 Ibid., cols 208-9 • 
126 Ibid., 28 Dec. 1792, col. 176. 
12 7 Ibid., 21 Dec. 1792, col. 160. 
128Ibid., 28 Dec. 1792, col. 181. During this speech, Burke amazed 
the House by casting a dagger on the floor, as an example ~fa 
Birmingham dagger being made to the order of French assassins. 
129 Ibid., 4 Jan. 1793., col. 229. As when the militia were called out, 
the facts were too well known to be given! 
lJO Ibid., cols 229-30 • 
• 
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The issue wa~ being made into one of confidence in th~ government: 
confidence that it had good, though undisclosed, grounds for framing the 
Bill, and confidence that they would execute its provisions in a fair and 
J·ust manner, for the Bi'll f · con erred wide discretionary powers on the 
executive. There was no question of an alien being innocent until proved 
guilty; suspicion of wrong principles was to be sufficient ground for 
deportation. The Opposition had expressed its disbelief in the existence 
of sufficient grounds for the measure. It also expressed lack of confidence 
in the government's future executive actions. The Earl of Guildford 
doubted the p~opriety of delivering up refugees to the sole discretion 
of the executive power: 
But the humanity of ministers, it was said, would be their 
protection. He would never consent to deliver up one man to 
the humanity of another •••• Their lordships had no security 
but in their moderation, and ought to take care that the 
country was not disgraced by the inhospitable transportation of 
persons who had thrown themselves on our hospitality.l31 
Taylor 'never would agree to leave any man at the mercy of ministers, 
without evidence of guilt, though he did not mean to doubt their 
h 't I 132 ~aniy. 
Both wings of the Whig party disliked and distrusted Pitt's ministry; 
their differences arose from whether or not they thought the country's 
security was sufficiently threatened to warrant supporting a repressive 
measure introduced by rival politicians. The wide discretionary powers 
conferred on the executive gover~ent by the Bill put the rule of law at 
stake, as the Foxite Whigs were quick to point out. In the panic engendered 
by -the Revolution in France and the rumoured but unverified insurrections 
lJlibid., 26 Dec. 1792, col. 162. 
1321bid., 4 Jan. 1793, col~ 195 • 
• 
• 
• 
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in Britain, most other membei~ of parliament preferred practical security 
to this principle. The Bill passed beth Houses without a division. 
Pitt undoubtedly shared i'n the prevaili1ag panic, but he was also shrewd 
enough to turn that of others to his own political ~dvantage. He already 
enjoyed a commanding majority; as the rift in the Wh.Lgs exposed by this debate 
widened in 1793-4, he managed to reduce a small but vocal Opposition to 
an impotent rump. 
V 
Brl. ta1· n and Franc.·e we re t t t h h 1 · 133 no ye a war w en t e A 1en Act passed 
into law in January 1793, but its provisions were framed in such a way that 
they could be applied to enemy agents as easily as to bearers of Revolutionary 
ideology. In its operation, the Act's main functions were to gather 
information about the identity and whereabouts of aliens entering and residing 
within the kingdom, to control their entry, movements and place of residence, 
and to provide powers for their arrest, detention and deportation. 
The Act was clearly aimed at people with constitutionalist leanings 
as well as possible French agents, for registration clauses applied only to 
aliens who had arrived since l January 1792. 134 The government was anxious 
not to disrupt diplomatic relations or trade, so foreign representatives, 
their staff and mariners were exempted from the Act, 135 and merchants were 
entitled to passports allowing them unrestricted travel within the kingdom. 136 
l33 33 George III, Cap. 4. A copy of the act is printed in Great Britain, 
Statutes at Large, xvi, pp. 292-9. 
134 33 George III, cap. 4 1 secs 9, 19. Most constitutionalists had arrived 
in mid-1792: see above, P• 92. 
135Ibid., secs s, 33. Denizens, naturalised aliens and aliens not more than 
fourteen years of age were also exempt: ibid., secs 33, 34. 
136 b'd lO For the definition of an alien merchant, see ibid., sec. 32. I 1 • , sec. • 
• 
• 
• 
• 
106 
Recording of information began at the port of entry, when masters of 
incoming vessels had to make a deposition to 'the Collector and 
Comptroller, or other Chief Officer of the C~stoms': stating the number 
137 
and description of alien passengers aboard. on disembarkation, aliens 
had to make a statement of their personal particulars, including their 
country or place of principal residence during the past six months, to a 
chief customs officer, who would then issue them a certificate recording 
h . . 138 t e information. To leave the port of arrival, aliens needed a 
passport, which could be obtained from 'the Mayor or other Chief 
Magistrate of such Place, or from one Justice of Peace for the County 
or District, on production of the above certificate•. 139 Aliens had to 
follow the same procedure for any subsequent moves, producing their 
certificates or previous passports in support of their applications. 140 
Within ten days of reaching their destination, aliens had to make a 
statement to a magistrate, 141 including details of current address, 
length of residence in the kingdom, and place or places of residence in 
the past six months. They would then receive from the examining magistrate 
d . 142 a certificate showing particulars of the eclaration. As an additional 
check, after giving advance notice to a 'housekeeper', a mayor, magistrate or 
137 Ibid., sec. 1. 
l3Sibid., secs 3, 4. 
employers as well: 
139 
Ibid., sec. 8. 
servants had to give particulars of their 
ibid. 
140Ibid., sec. 
magistrates 
9. Aliens had to produce their passports on demand from 
or justices: ibid. 
141 
If 
by 
not a magistrate, then a justice of the peace, or a person authorised 
either to receive it. 
142 33 I C 4 Geo. II , ap. , sec. 19. 
' 
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justice of the peace could require him to make a statement of the names, 
ranks and occupations of all aliens resident in his house, specifying 
the length of time that each had been resident. If there were none, he 
was so to state.
14 3 Copies of all documents mentioned above were to be 
sent to one of the secretaries of state, by the recording or issuing 
ff 1. . al 'th th t t t b k · • I44 o ci , w1 econ ens o e ept as confidential as possible. 
In addition to the extensive apparatus for alien registration, 
several provisions of the Act related to the control of aliens and the 
security of the kingdom. Unless brought in as merchandise, aliens' arms 
145 
and munitions were to be impounded at the place of arrival, or 
surrendered to a magistrate by aliens already resident in Britain. Weapons 
'\.. 
might be kept only if the owner obtained a li=ence from a secretary of 
146 
state. Magistrates could require aliens resident in or passing through 
· 14 7 their jurisdictions to surrender any we~pons, ask housekeepers to 
declare any weapons held by aliens in his household, or search for 
weapons in houses owned by an alien, under a warrant from a secretary of 
148 
state. 
The procedure set up under the Act for the arrest , detention, trial 
and expulsion from the kingdan of offenders in breach of the registration 
143 Ibid., sec. 21. Presumably the ' housekeeper ' meant the owner or lessee 
of an alien ' s place of abode. 
l44Ibid., sec. 22. All documents were to be issued free of cha~ge, and 
could be replaced if lost, stolen or destroyed, if the alien could prove 
his identity: ibid., secs 35, 36. 
145 Ibid. , sec. 6. 
146 Ibid., sec. 25. 
14 7 Ibid., sec. 26. 
148 b'd - 27 28 The anti-Catholic Penal Laws had provisions for the I i • , secs , • i i N Ca h 1 
search of houses and the seizure of arms and mun tons: ew to ic 
Encyclopaedia (New York, 1967), xi, pp. 64,67. This may have prompted 
similar provisions in the Alien Act, although the need to disarm incoming 
French soldiers seems self-evident. 
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clauses of the Act, was to be used in conjunction with the powers of the 
Crown in further provisions related to control and security. It was these 
executive powers of the Crown that had come under fire from the Opposition 
in the debates on the Act, powers that were implicit rather than explicit 
in the statute. For example, the power of the Crown to prevent any alien 
from landing was not asserted, but assumed, by providing penalties 
against shipmdsters who allowed aliens t land, contrary to an order from 
149 the Crown. In the same way, the right of the Crown to order any 
alien to leave the kingdom by proclamation, order in council or order 
under sign manual, was assumed by prescribing penalties for any alien 
who failed to leave the kingdom if so directed.ISO However, it was 
specifically laid down that the Crown could order any alien arrived since 
1 January 1792 or during the continuance of the Act, to reside in such 
151 district as the Crown thought proper, and the power of the Crown to 
order the expulsion of any alien committed to gaol, admitted to bail or 
imprisoned for an offence against the Act, was stated to be lawful.152 
As the Opposition had pointed out, these provisions denied to aliens 
the right of habeas corpus. They enabled the government to expel fore±gners 
on the grounds of unstated and unproven suspicions, as these were the key 
powers that the government had sought, in order to stem the infiltration 
149 Ibid., sec. 7. 
150 Ibid., sec. 15. 
151 Ibid., sec. 18. This power was invoked on 4 Feb. 1793: see below, p. 120. 
152 Ibid., sec. 29. 
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of men holding revolutionary principles, or agents of the French 
government. The necessity for the former measure might be questioned by 
some, but the outbreak of war with France damped objections to the Act 
until after 1815. 
For any alien suspected of breaches of the registration clauses of 
the Act, the general procedure was for him to be detained in custody, 
usually on the order of a secretary of state, mayor, magistrate or 
153 justice of the peace, t~ied, and if convicted, ordered to leave the 
ki d . th. . f. . . 154 ng om wi in a speci ied time. There were several additions to and 
variations of this procedure. For example, convictions for the offences 
of not producing a passport on demand, and uttering or possessing a false 
155 passport, carried prison sentences before expulsion from the realm . 
Other variations increased the power of the executive. An alien failing 
to produce his passport on demand was to be detained pending instructions 
from a secretary of state. Unless he signified that the suspect was to 
be released or deported, the latter would then be brought to trial in the 
156 
usual way. Although this gave the executive a means to deport aliens 
without trial, in practice it also enabled it to check over-zealous 
activities on the part of local officials, thus working to the advantage 
of some suspects. 
some of these powers were redundant, because the Crown had already 
assumed the power to order aliens out of the kingdom without recourse to 
trial and without nominating grounds for the order other than its being 
153see, for example, ibid., sec. 15. 
154Ibid., sec. 3. 
155 Ibid., secs 12, 13. 
156 'd Ibi ., sec. 11. 
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necessary for1public safety or tranquillity. The Act provided that in 
cases where he anticipated non-compliance with the order, the secretary 
of state could grant a warrant to conduct out of the kingdom the subject 
of the order. 157 Under the terms of the Act, most aliens convicted of a 
breach of the Act, were required to leave the kingdom. The penalty for 
failure to leave when so ordered was transpLJrtation for life, and the 
158 penalty for being found in the kingdom after being transported was death. 
Thus, the executive had considerable coercive powers at its disposal in 
the implementation of the Act. 
The terms of the exemption clauses of the Act made it clear that the 
Act was aimed at citizens of the Republic of France. Chauvelin, the 
French Ambassador, protested against the Bill being applied to French 
citizens, on the grounds that it was an abrogation of the 1786 Anglo-French 
. 159 . . . Treaty of Commerce and Navigation, but Grenville ignored his protests, 
and the Bill was enacted on 8 January 1793. 
The 1793 Alien Act is an example of a ministry perceiving a problem 
and initiating legislation to deal with it. A politician's opinion of 
whether or not the emigration constituted a problem of national security, 
apart from party considerations, was likely to depend largely on his 
view of the French Revolution. If he still welcomed it as bringing 
157 !bid., sec. 17. 
158 Ibid., secs 3, 38. 
159Ax'ticle IV of the treaty gave French and British subjects reciprocal 
rights of entry to the kingdoms 'without licenc7 or passport, general 
or special, by land or by sea, or any other way. 
1
See Annual Register, 
xxviii, 1786, State Papers, p. 268. For Chauvelin s complaints, see 
ibid., xxxv, 1793, History of Europe, PP• 237-8. 
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greater social and political justice to France, why should he try to . 
stem the tide of men's ideas from there? If, however, he vi~wed Revolutionary 
ideas and methods as a threat to British society . and his position in it, 
any measure which stopped their infiltration must be supported. Pitt 
and his ministers were of the latter persuasion, but they did not see 
the Revolution as a threat until events in France bad moved beyond a ,L1ere 
modification of a system of monarchy, to a real transfer of power within 
the social structure. Correspondingly, they did not see the emigration 
as a threat until the numbers involved grew substantially, and it 
included men who had supported the Revolution at its inception. For Pitt, 
too, the essential agreement between his ministry and the Portland Whigs 
on the issue was too good an opportunity to be missed for sowing 
dissension in the ranks of the Opposition. 
The Alien Act had no force in two other places that offered potential 
security problems for the British - the Channel Islands and Ireland. The 
States of Jersey issued a proclamation on the control of aliens on the 
160 Island, and p_resumably similar steps were taken on · the other Islands. 
The Irish administration quickly introduced into the Irish House of Commons 
'A bill for establishing regulations respecting aliens arriving in this 
ki~gdom or resident therein in certain cases and subjects of this kingdom 
who have served or are serving in foreign armies'. The Bill was modelled 
on the British one; presumably its extension to in~lude Irish soldiers 
was aimed at men such RS the members of the former Irish Brigade of France. 
The Bill passed the Irish House of Connnons on 16 January 1793, and the Lords 
161 
assented to it on 31 January. 
160see below. p. 120. 
161Jouma1• of the House of Commons of the Kingdom of Ireland, xv, pt 1, 
pp. 121, 133. 
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CHAPTER 4 
THE ADMINISTRATION OF THE ALIEN ACT, 1793-1802 
I 
The Alien Office (or Alien Department) was the administrative 
body which carried out the provisions of the Alien Act of 179 3 and 
112 
its successors. Yet it did not exist when the Act was passed, its 
provenance is a matter of argument, an<l its exact status as an 
institution is difficult to define. It began within the Home Office, 
yet J.C. Sainty does not include its personnel in his compilation of 
Home Office officials, and he describes the office of Clerk for Aliens 
Business as 'created in 1836 for the purpose of dischargi, lg the work 
1 formerly undertaken by the distinct Aliens Departm~nt'. Alien Office 
officials worked closely with the Home Office, and much of its 
correspondence was signed by an under secretary or the secretary. 
Perhaps it might best be described as an 'out office' of the Home 
Office, although it must be seen as an integral part of Britain's 
central bureaucracy. 
R.R. Nelson, in his study of the early years of th~ Home Office, 
cites the creation of the Alien Office as 
the sole instance in this period, as far as the Home Office 
is concerned, of an institutional response to a problem; 
that is, Parliament planned and enacted legislation that set 
up an office with definite duties2and 
distinct jurisdiction 
in order t·J meet a specific need. 
It is true that within days of the promulgation of the Alien Act a 
special post was created to deal with matters arising from it, and 
1sainty, Home Office Officials, P• 29. 
2Nelson, Home Office, P• 69. 
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that this position was to form the nucleus of that section of the 
Home Office known as the Alien Office, which in tum was a forebear 
of Britain's present Aliens Registration Office. Yet it is difficult 
to justify (and Dr Nelson does not) the assertion that the Alien Office 
was set up under the Act. On the contrary, the evidence suggests that 
its creation was unpremeditated, and that it took shape as a result of 
the early separation of alien from routine business flowing from the 
unanticipated volume of paperwork engendered by the registration 
clauses of the Act. 
The Act relied upon existing officials for its execution: 
customs officers, mayors, magistrate~, justices of the peace and a 
'secretary of state'. The latter was unspecified in the Act, because 
the see re taries of state 'hold a single office and their powers are 
equal and interchangeable'. 3 Thus the Act did not nominate any 
minister or institution as responsible for its administration, let 
alone create a specific office. But the choice of the Home Office 
as the appropriate central government agency was obvious for a law 
which covered aliens from the moment of. arrival in the kingdom to 
that of departure. The choice of decentralised administrative agents 
was equally logical. Agents were needed in the ports and localities . 
if effective control over aliens were to be established. Customs 
officers already supervised all port traffic and passengers, and 
mayors, magistrates and justices of the peace formed a network of 
men who carried out various local government functions; both groups 
already co-operated with the Home Office on routine business. itoreover, 
in the absence of either a co-ordinated police force, or a disposition 
to create a new administrative body, the government had little option 
3Sir Edward Troup, The Home Office (2nd edn, London, 1926), p. 1. It 
followed from this that in the absence of the Home Secretary the 
Foreign Secretary (or the Secretary for War, from July 1794) must sign 
any deportation orders. 
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in its choice·. 
The eatly appointment of William Huskisson4 to deal with business 
arising from the Act seems to have ~~en a casual action by Mr Secretary 
Dund~s, made without any real appreciation of the volume of work likely 
to arise from its provisions, or any thought to futt,1re institutional 
development. Huskisson and Dundas were mutual guests at a dinner 
party given by Lord Gower, the former Ambassador to France. Conversation 
turning on a French lady 's query to Gower t~at morning about the Act, 
Dundas remarked 
that they were in want of a Person who could speak the 
Language, & direct the Execution of that Bill according 
to the views of Government; which were, to show every 
possible civility & respect to all Foreigners, whose 
conduct in this Country had not given rise to any 
suspicion, & especially to save the Ladies the trouble 
of appearing at the public Offices. 5 
Huskisson had lived some years in Paris, where he had belonged briefly 
to the constitutional- monarchical 'Club of 1789', and had later become 
Gower's private secretary. His secretarial experience, his fluent 
French, and the patronage of Gower, were recommendations for such 
a position. He responded to Dundas' bin ts, and took the post, al though 
describing it as 'certainly not a place that I would have asked for'. 6 
The post was no siriecure. Emigrant traffi~ was heavy in both 
directions at south-eastern ports. Soldiers from the disbanded armies 
CJ(1770-1830), Under Secretary for War 1795, Secretary to the Treasury 
1804-5 and 1807-9, Treasurer of the Navy and President the Board of 
Trade 1823-7, Colonial Secretary and leader of the House of Commons 
1827-8. He was M.P. for Morpeth 1796-1802, Liskeard 1804-7, 
Harwich 1807-12·, Chichester 1812-23 and Liverpool 1823-30. He was 
noted for his talents in financial administration. He was killed 
when he fell under a train at the opening of the Manchester and 
Liverpool railway. See D.N.B., x, PP• 323-8. 
SW. Huskisson tow. Hayley, 18 Jan. 1793, B.M. Add. Ms 38734 f. 33. 
6 Ibid., ff. 33-4. 
' 
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of the French Princes continued to pour in through HaIWich and 
Gravesend, 
7 
while Abbe Baston recorded that after the passing of 
the Alien Bill, 
la foule de ceux qui se haterent de quitter Landres et 
l'Angleterre fut si grande que les paquebots 
suffissaient a peine a leur transport en France. B 
115 
Besides the incoming refugees, aliens already within the country had 
to register. All told, Huskisson and two clerks were kept busy with 
9 
alien business in January. Huskisson handled routine administrative 
matters, while general correspondence appears to have been the 
responsibility of the 'Permanent' Under Secretary, at first Evan 
Nepean, then John King. The Home Secretary himself dealt with policy 
and notables. lO 
This fortuitious separation of alien business at such an early 
stage fostered administrative specialisation in the Alien Office, 
as did its close links with the customs service and the embryo 
metropolitan police force, themselves specialist organisations. 
All three bodies reflected the growing professionalism of Britain's 
civil service. By 1802 the Alien Office had grown into a small, 
separate instituti~n, subordinate to the Home Office, but with its 
own establishment, accounts and defined responsibilities. '!his 
chapter examines the de.velopment of alien legislation, the Alien 
Office and its administrative practices. · 
7see, for example, Report from Customs House, Harwich, 2 Jan. 1793, 
H.0.1/1, unf,; Hume to [Nepean?], 1 Jan. 1793, ibid. 
8Baston, Memoires, ii, P• 39. 
9Huskisson to Hayley, 18 Jan. 1793, B.M. Add. Ms 38734, f. ~-
lOWilkinson, 'French ,m1gr~s•, PP• 39!-2. 
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When the Alien Act nominated customs officials to send 
information regarding incoming aliens to the central government, 
it was merely extending and formalising current practice. Early 
in January, James Hume of the London Customs House was sending in 
reports on alien arrivals from customs officers at ports such as 
11 Harwich,. Dove r and Gravesend. At Gravesend, the customs officers 
116 
had trouble policing traffic, obtaining accurate information and 
dealing with volatile French tempers. Some foreign passengers were 
landed. before boats reached Gravesend, or along the river between 
there and London. The customs men could transmit only details given 
by the foreigners themselves , 
who, being frequently much incensed at the interrogatories 
put to them, doubtless give such answers as are indirect, 
and evasive; and, many of them, upon being required to 
deliver their arms into the custody of the Officers, have 
been so enraged, as, rather than surrender them, to throw 
their Pistols into the water, and to break their swords 
in the Officers presence. 12 
1-4'.ost new arrivals were soldiers, men of rank who had left France, 
family and fortune to fight for their king and way of life. They 
had endured poverty, discomfort, blighted hopes and defeat in the 
field by despised inferiors, representing a detested r~gime. On 
arrival in exile, to be questioned by petty officials and told to 
surrender their arms must have seemed the culminating humiliation. 
The Home Office quickly disseminated printed copies and 
translations of the Act to customs officers through Hume, and to 
llsee, for example, letters wi.th enclosures from Hume to Nepean, 
1, 2 Jan. 1793, H.0.1/1, unf. 
12Hume to (?], 2 Jan. 1793, ibid. 
.. 
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magistrates and justices through each county's custos rotulorum, 
an ° ff ice usually held by the lord lieutenant. 13 1-layors, magistrates 
and justices in towns where refugees were concentrated, such as 
Portsmouth, Southampton and Winchester, bore much of the burden of 
initial registrations. 14 The brunt, however, fell on the office 
of the Lord Mayor of London. The capital had the largest population 
of aliens of any town in England, and foreigners living in inner London 
had to present themselves at the Lord Uayor's office in the City, or 
to a justice of the peace in Westminster, to make their declarations; 
the office then issued them a certificate several days later. 15 
Numbers are difficult to obtain, but on 19 February one of Lord 
Auckland's correspondents reported that there were 'upwards of six 
thousand refugees in London and its environs: the number, Mr Neve, 
one of the new justices, tells me it [sic] is ascertaineq by his and 
16 his brother justices' register'. By the end of 1793, the Lord 1'1ayor 
had appointed John Mazzinghi to take charge of the Alien's Register 
17 for the City of London. He appears to have spent most of his time 
at Gravesend. 
The next greatest concentration of aliens was in Jersey; almost 
13aume to Nepean, 12 Jan. 1793, ibid.; Lord Howard to Dundas, 13 Jan. 
1793, ibid.; Marquis of Salisbury to Dundas, 13 Jan. 1793, ibid • 
14w. Smith to Dundas, 4 Feb. 179 3, ibid.; R. Corbin to T. Hester, 
24 Jan. 1793, T.93/53, f. 124. 
15Baston, Memoires, ii, PP• 38-9 • 
16Storer to Auckland, 19 Feb. 1793, Auckland, Journal and Correspondence, 
ii 498 Whatever the accuracy of their estimate, there were aliens 
en~u:h in London to keep justices busy. There were about 1200 French 
clergy alone on relief in London early in 1793, see Minutes 5 April 
1793, B.M. Add. Ms 18591, f. 90, and the French were by no means the 
only aliens in the capital. 
17 J Mazzinghi, 2 Dec. 1793, H.0.1/1, unf. Huskisson to • 
I 
• 
• 
• 
• 
all of them were French refugees. Like the other Channel Islands, 
Jersey posed special problems for the administration of the Act. 
Laws framed in Westminster did not necessarily have force there, 
yet the island was often the initial point of entry for incoming 
French. To some extent the government got around the problem by 
using Jersey as a kind of 'quarantine station', and concentrating 
its attention on controlling the traffic between the island and 
the English coast. 
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Jersey was not included in the 179 3 Alien Act, despite Fall's 
reconunendation that it should be. 18 The ministry decided that Jersey's 
Code de Loix of 1635 gave the lieutenant-governor sufficient authority 
to effect the provisions of the Act. Under the Code, persons sheltering 
an alien for more than one night were required to inform the constable 
19 
of the parish, who would report this to the governor. Nonetheless 
Dundas, sending Fall a copy of the Act, a copy of the Code de Loix, 
and some printed forms as used under the Act to re cord descriptions 
of aliens, instructed him to make a complete re turn of aliens, to send 
him a duplicate copy, and to make a list of persons whom he thought 
should be removed from the island, specifying his reasons in each 
case. 2° Fall complied. As of March 1793 there were 4,007 refugees 
on Jersey, of whom 2,674 lived in St Helier, the rest being scattered 
between ten of the other eleven parishes. The total was made up of 
21 
2,714 clergy, 814 nobles and 4 79 labourers and servants •. 
18Fall to Dundas, 28 Dec. 1792, H.0.98/2, unf. 
19, Regulations respecting Foreigners contained in the Code de Loix of 
Jersey', enclosed in [Dundas] to Fall, 20 Jan. 1793, H.0.98/3, unf. 
ZO[Dundss] to Fall, 20 Jan. 1793, ibid. 
21, Sununary of the Lists of Aliens ••• ', 1 Mar. 179 3, enclosed in Fall 
to Dundas, 8 April 1793, ibid • 
• 
, 
• 
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After Colonel James Craig22 was appointed Commander-in-Chief 
of Jersey in January 1793, much of the responsibility for aliens ·passed 
to him. The outbreak .of rebellions in western France in March caused 
him anxiety over the probable influx of French, because France was now 
enemy territory. In a letter to Dundas he expressed the dilemma of 
security versus humanitarianism which was central to the refugee problem 
for Britain: 
I could not I think consistent with the safety of the Island 
permit them to land while on the other hand it would be with 
difficulty that I could prevail on myself to deny them that 
re f uge of which they would stand in such great need. 
Craig suggested housing new arrivals on transports, before sending them 
23 
elsewhere, but this measure was not adopted. 
In May he attempted to regulate the position of aliens more 
strictly, but ran into difficulties with local authorities. On 6 May 
he issued a proclamation ordering aliens to present themselves in 
person before emigre commissioners, 
& de leur declarer leurs noms, l ' endroit de leur naissance, 
leurs ci-devant professions , le temps de leur arrivee dans 
le pays, & le nom de la personne chez laquelle elles logent , 
& telles autres circonstances dont on pourra exiger la 
connoissance • 24 
.. 
Two character witnesses were needed. After the desposition, the alien would 
receive a certificate, to be carried with him and produced on demand. Craig 
22sir James Henry Craig ( 1748-1812), later Governor-General of Canada 
(1 80 7). Commissioned as general in 1812. See D.N.B., iv , pp. 1368-70. 
23sir J. Craig to Dundas, 26 Mar. 1793, H.0.98/3, unf. 
24Proclamation of 6 MAy 1793, ibid. 
• 
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nominated six commissioners, three ecclesiastical and three lay. 25 Thus 
attestation as to character, and the use of Frenchmen to judge their fellows, 
came early in Jersey. 
Craig soon revoked the proclamation, after complaints from the States, 
which issued a new one in its name on 15 May, ordering a slightly amended 
26 
procedure. These measures appear to have been suc~essful in controlling 
the French while on the island; most future problems involved traffic to 
and from the island, with both England and France. 
The declaration of war on 1 February 1793 had several short and long 
term effects on the administration of the Alien Act. The importance of 
the Act was immediately augmented; not only revolutionary ideas, but active 
enemy agents, had to be guarded against. It could not be left to fall 
into disuse when fears of revolutionary ideas might abate; the machinery 
which had been set in motion must continue to operate. Moreover, war gave 
new point to the executive powers of the Act. Invasion was a tangible threat 
to the security of the realm, and much could be done in the name of 'security ' 
in wartime. The outbreak of war pressed so hard on the heels of the Alien 
Act that it is impossible to say what difference it made. However, the 
government might have found it more difficult to de~rt aliens without 
giving good grounds for its action had hostilities not broken out • 
One immediate result of the war was the use of the Crown's power under 
the Alien Act to define the areas within which aliens could reside. By the 
Proclamation of 4 February 179327 ,~the limits were set at not more than 
25Ibid. ' 
26Craig to Dundas, 28 May 1793, ibid.; Craig to[?], 20 May [1793], H.0.99/14, 
unf.; Proclamations of 10 and 15 May 1793, H.0. 98/3, unf. 
27tondon Gazette, no. 13499, 1793, PP• 97-a. 
, 
• 
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fifty miles from London and not less than ten miles from the coast. This 
meant that the rush of initial registrations in January was followed by the 
task of issuing passports to those aliens who hud to move and registering 
them on arrival at their destination. These refugees suffered the upheaval 
of leaving their place of settlement and finding a new home.
28 Abbe Baston 
described the hardships caused to the French clergy by the order to move from 
the coast at such short notice: 
Les voi tures manquerent. La plupart des ecclesiastiques 
furent obliges de voyager a pied. On les insulta sur la 
route, et tres grievement, en qualite de Franyais qui 
avaient assassine leur roi. Si !'injure affligeait, le 
motif apportait quelque consolation.29 
The government relented, and allowed more time for the evacuation, but the 
30 damage was done. In some cases, however, applications from townspeople 
31 
won exemptions for refugees residing locally. Baston thought that the 
. . . 
l . d ' h ' f · t' 32 ecclesiastics were given most atitu·e int e easing o restric ions. The 
priests at Winchester were exempted from the proclamation, although those 
residing at Forton were not: the priests there were moved to Winchester. 
33 
Apparently traffic between France and England was not halted by the 
outbreak of war, for the Home Office drafted and sent to the Postmaster-General 
two forms of passport, one needed by anyone embarking on a packet boat bound 
for France or French-held territory, and the other needed by anyone arriving 
34 from such areas. The Home Office also attempted to take its control of entry 
28see, for example, Hampshire Chronicle 18 Feb. 1793. 
29 Baston, Memoires, ii, p. 40. 
JOibid. 
31Ibid.; The Times 23 Feb. 1793; Hampshire Chronicle 25 Feb. 1793. 
32saston, Memoires, ii, P• 40. 
33According to Baston, there were 263 priests at Forton by February 1793: 
ibid., p. 123. The Hampshire Chronicle 18 Feb. 1793 estimated that 180 
priests were to be shifted from Gosport to Winchester. For further 
discussion, see below, PP• 216-8 • 
34oundae to Postmaster-General, 25 Feb. 1793, H.0.43/4, pp. 194-5. 
• 
• 
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into the kingdom one stage further by requiring non-British passengers 
from Ostend to produce a passport issued by the Austrian government of 
the Netherlands, or its authorised delegate. This passport was to 
contain the name, description and nationality of the bearer. 35 This 
was the first of several such attempts to control the flow of aliens 
by vetting them at the ports of embarkation for Great Britain. 
These precautions did not prevent the renegade French general, 
Dumouriez, from entering England under an assumed name in June, although 
he was ordered to quit the country, after his letter to Grenville seeking 
36 permission to stay revealed his presence. The dramatist Caron de 
B h . 37 d eaumarc ais was eported in August 179 3 for attempting to buy arms, 
subsequently confiscated by the British authorities. 38 The British 
government's distrust of Beaumarchais was not surprising, as he had 
exported arms to the United States during the American War of 
39 Independence. In March 1794 the British government finally deported 
Talleyrand, despite his protests. He had long been under suspicion, 
35Nepean to Hume, 12 April 1793, ibid., pp. 225-6. 
36The Times 18-20 June 1793; Gentleman's Magazine, lxiii; June 1793, 
p. 572; J.R. Dinwiddy, 'The use of the Crown's power of deportation 
under the Aliens Act, 1793-1826', Bulletin of the Institute of 
Historical Research, xli, Nov. 1968, p. 195. Dumouriez had attempted 
to lead a march on Paris, had failed, and had deserted to the Austrians 
in April 179 3: ibid • 
37Pierre Caron de Beaumarchais (1732-99), born Caron, but asswned the 
title 'de Beaumarchais' on his marriage to a wealthy widow in 1756. 
A man of many parts, he was in turn watchmaker, inventor, tutor to 
the French Royal Family, political writer, dramatist and businessman. 
His most successful comedies were Le Barbier de Seville (1795) and 
La Folle Journee, ou le mariage de Figaro (1784). See Chambers 
Biographical Dictionary, i, p. 10 3. 
38The Times 20 Aug. 1793; Dinwiddy, 'Deportations', p. 202. For an 
account of Beaumarchais' arms dealings, see Nurpur Chaudhuri, 
'Beaumarchais and his reactions to the French Revolution' , Proceedings 
of the Annyal Meeting of the Western Society for French History, iii, 
1975, PP• 242-S5. 
39 'lbe French government backed his venture with loans and supplies. The 
arms were traded through the clandestine company Rodrigue Hortalez et 
Cie: see Brian Morton 'Vergennes, Beaumarchais and Rodrigue Hortalez 
et Cie', ibid., PP• 256-62. 
• 
• 
but the immediate cause for deportation and whether it was justified 
are matters for conjecture. 40 The press carried occasional reports 
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of emigres who had been requested to leave the country, but gave few 
details of the grounds for the orders. 41 Information on alien cases 
or activities came from the officials who administered the Act, members 
of the public, and organised surveillance. 42 
Over-zealous officials sometimes caused problems, as when the 
customs officer at Falmouth wanted to class seventy-nine emigre soldiers 
as prisoners-of-war, or when magistrates refused to allow Louis Stephen 
Lucas, a priest living and teaching in Fareham, to visit Portsmouth on 
Sundays to attend divine worship. Lucas' case was taken up by the 
Town Clerk of Portsmouth, who asked permission from Dundas on his 
behalf. 43 
This was not the only occasion on which an Englishman pleaded on 
behalf of Frenchmen. One landlord wrote to Dundas extolling the good 
conduct and innocence of his former lodger, after the latter had tried 
to hang himself while in custody. 44 In January 1794 a French cook, 
Toussaint Brossat, was detained in Rochester for being found without 
a passport. John Longtry,who had examined him, thought that the lack 
of a passport was caused by a misunderstanding, and hoped that Dundas 
would order his release. Apparently his plea had no effect, for he 
4oDinwiddy, 'Deportations', pp. 201-2; Duff Cooper, Talleyrand (London, 
1938), pp. 70-1. 
411bid., 16, 23 Feb. 1793; Hampshire Chronicle 11 F~b. 1793. For a 
fuller discussion on deportations, see Dinwiddy, Deportations'. 
42see, for example, Dundas to Lord Mayor, 7 Dec. 1793, H.0.43/4, p. 382; 
Buckingham to Grenville, 4 Oct. 1793, H.M.C. Dropmore, ii, p. 437; 
reports on Mr Ferris, 18 Oct. to 30 Nov. 1793, reports on M. de Breuil, 
17 Nov. to 1 Dec. 1793, reports on M. Duffour, 1 to 9 Dec. 1793, 
H.0.1/1, unf. 
438. Pellew (Falmouth) to Hume, 1 May 1793, ibid.; s. Barney (Portsmouth) 
to Dundas, 11 Oct. 1793, ibid • 
44T. Emmerton to Dundas, 29 Dec. 1793, ibid. 
• 
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wrote again to the Home Office, asking to be allowed to grant Brossat 
bail before his trial, as 'His health has already suffered from it, 
though every Indulgence has been granted him'. 45 Windham asked for 
clemency for Restiaux, a Frenchman ordered to quit the kingdom; he 
had lived in England for thirty years, had an English wife and family, 
and had lived in such remote areas that Windham thought him unlikely 
46 to have carried on a correspondence with the Continent. 
The flow of alien traffic swelled again from early 1794, with 
the French invasion of the Low Countries, and Dundas attempted to 
tighten control. In April he tried to prevent suspicious foreigners 
from leaving Falmouth for North America, by asking the Postmaster 
General to order the agent for the packet boats there not to allow 
47 
any alien aboard without a passport furnished by the Home Secretary. 
Controlling incoming aliens was the problem at Harwich; the mayor 
obeyed Dundas ' injunction to apply the Act more rigorously, by warning 
innkeepers and people letting carriages not to hire out conveyances to 
aliens without passports, and by closer liaison with customs officers. 
As it was difficult to prevent aliens from leaving town without a 
passport, the mayor suggested that baggage should be hel~ until the 
48 
owner could produce a passport. 
One of Dundas' last acts as Home Secretary in July 1794 was to 
concert measures with Grenville to prevent the arrival of destitute 
45 J. Langtry to J. Sargent, 16 Feb. 1794, H.0.1/2, unf.; Langtry to 
W. Pollock, 9 March 1794, ibid. 
46w. Windham to (?], 5 July 1794, ibid • 
47nundas to Postmaster General, 15 April 1794, H.0.43/5, p. 65. 
48c. Cox to Dundas, 18 May 1794, H.0.1/2, unf • 
• 
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emigrants in the wake of the military reverses of the allied armies 
in Flanders. Dundas wanted Grenville to instruct British ministers 
abroad not to allow emigrants to embark unless satisfied that they 
were 'not likely to become an immediate Burthen to the Public'. If 
the destitute were allowed to come, they would 'require a proportionate 
increase in the Sums at present allowed by Government to Persons in a 
simil~r situation•. 49 
At the end of Dundas' term as Home Secretary, the shape of the 
administration of the Alien Act, and the problems it entailed, were 
already clear. Alien business was dealt with separately within the 
Home Office, under the care of one official, appointed specifically 
to the task, at a rank below that of an under secretary. The office 
attempted to restrict the entry of undesirable or destitute aliens 
by preventing their embarkation for Britain, or, if that failed, by 
questioning at the ports of arrival. The main problems were aliens 
landing outside the ports, or leaving the ports before being granted 
passports. With aliens inside the kingdom the office concentrated 
on gathering information both on the total situation regarding aliens, 
and on the behaviour of specific individuals. However, the Home Office's 
prime concern being national security, it was prepared to make exceptions 
to the rules, to prevent hardship, if there were no apparent danger 
thereby. 
III 
On 11 July 1794 the Portland Whigs coalesced with Pitt's ministry, 
50 five entering the cabinet. nie coalition was the occasion for an 
49Dundas to Grenville, 9 July 1794, H.0.43/5, P• 273. The government 
had been making relief grants to the French refugees in England 
since December 1793. 
SOPortland (Home Secretary}, Fitzwilliam (President of the Council), 
Lord Spencer (Lord Privy Seal), Windham (Secretary-at-War) and Lord 
Mansfield (without portfolio): O'Gorman, Whig Party, P• 209. 
• 
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administrative .reorganisation of several departments, and the creation 
of a new one, the War Department. Under these changes, the functions 
of the former Home Office were split. Portland became Home Secretary, 
responsible for domestic affairs and the colonies, while Dundas became 
Secretary-for-War at the head of the new department, retaining 
responsibility for the conduct of the war. Windham became Secretary-
at-War, responsible for the army, and head of the War Office. These 
three departments, together with the Treasury, were those which had 
most to do with the French refugees in Britain. 51 The coalition 
benefitted the emigre cause in that the Portland Whigs favoured the 
restoration of the monarchy in France, and Windham was their particular 
friend. 
This reorganisation provoked changes in the Home Office, not the 
least in personnel. Dundas took Nepean and Huskisson with him to the 
War Department. It was unlikely that Portland wanted to retain Huskisson, 
as he had objected to a former member of one of the clubs in Paris having 
52 power over French emigres. Two months after taking office, Portland 
asked William Wickham53 to undertake 
51The Treasury funded and supervised the activities of Wilmot's Committee, 
the War Department funded welfare payments to the refugees in the 
Channel Islands, the War Office had charge of the ~migre regiments, 
and the Home Office administered the Alien Act and paid the Toulonese 
evacuees. 
52Portland to Windham, 23 March 1794, B.~1. Add. Ms 37845, f. 37. In 
the same letter, Portlan~ suggested that a Royalist committee should 
be set up to vet any French applying to ministers. 
53He was personal friend of Lord Grenville's. He studied law in Geneva, 
then was called to the bar at Lincoln's Inn in 1786. In August 1793, 
Grenville had used him in a secret foreign correspondence. In May 1794 
Pitt and Dundas had commended his efforts in suppressing sedition in 
the country. D.N.B., xxi, p. 177; Nepean to W. Wickham, 10 May 1794, 
Wickham Papers, Hampshire C.R.O. 38M49, dep. 6, bundle 6, unf • 
• 
• 
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• 
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the managenent of all matters that in any way related to 
the Aliens, and in particular to procure as soon as 
possible accurate returns of them all, and to open some· 
channels of information by which better intelligence ••• 
might be reduced to something lik~ a regular system.54 
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Portland saw the declarations as the 'key to our Security with respect 
to the Aliens, and asked Wickham not 'to omit any proper means of being 
well informed of the ·description & abode of all foreigners•. 55 
Portland had already forbldden aliens to board Post Office boats 
in Holland without passports from British ministers abroad or from the 
commander-in-chief in Flander~. 56 He h3d also expedited procedures 
at Harwich, the main port of entry, by sending lists of approved aliens 
57 
expected there, and instituted the practice of circulating lists of 
aliens who had been ordered to leave Britain, making it more difficult 
58 for them to re-enter the country. Thus within a few months of 
assuming office, Portland showed several of his continuing concerns: 
to gather as accurate information as possible and to achieve strict 
control at the ports, while minimising the inconvenience of procedures 
under the Act for the large number of foreigners who were free from 
suspicion. 
Under Portland's r€gime, that section of the Home Office which 
dealt with aliens began to assume a more definite identity. Expenses 
54wickham to T. Broderick, 5 Sept. 1794, H.0.1/2, unf • 
55Portland to Wickham, 6 Sept. 1794, Wickham Papers, Hampshire C.R.O. 
38M49, dep. 1, bundle 40, unf. 
S6Portland to Post Master General, 17 July 1794, H.0.43/5, PP• 295-6. 
In December, Portland ordered that aliens with passports from Provence 
and Artois were also to be admitted: King to Mayor of Harwich, 13 Dec. 
1794, H.0.5/1, PP• 115-6. 
57Portland to Mayor of Harwich, 14 Aug. 1794, H.0.43/5, p. 351. 
Presumably these lists were compiled from names sent from embassies 
and consulates abroad. 
58x1ng to Mayors of Dover and Harwich, 21 Oct. 1794, H.0.5/1, p. 59; 
King to Baron de Nagell, 22 Oct. 1794, ibid., P• 62. 
N 
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under the Alien Act were d 59 ren ercd separately from about this time. 
When Wickham became superintendent of aliens, a separate entry book 
was started for alien business. 60 The bulk of the letters went out 
under John King's name, with a few signed by Portland or Wickham. In 
October, Thomas Carter, Portland's private secretary, replaced Wick~am, 
when ~the latter was sent to Switzerland on a confidential mission. 61 
By 1795 the section was often referred to as the 'Alien Office', 
·, 
although it did not become a separate office until 1798.62 
In 1795-6 the movements of aliens to and from Britain, and 
within the country, were influenced largely by the progress of the 
war. From late in 1794, the evacuation of Holland brought French 
emigres and Dutch citizens to British ports; Harw~ch received by 
far the greatest number. 63 
,.--
The evacuation, the subsequent gathering 
of emigr~ forces for the Quiberon expedition in June 1795, their 
defeat, the fiasco of Artois' occupation of the Isle of Yeu, and the 
despatch of several ~migr~ regiments to Portugal and the West Indies in 
59 
. See Great Britain, Accounts and Papers, xxxv, 1868-9, pp. 453-4. 
60 H.0.5/1 et seq. 
61He remained there until 1797, as minister to the Swiss cantons. From 
there, he organised an espionage system aga~nst France which enraged 
the Directory: D.N.B., xxi, p. 177. For an account of the~e and 
subsequent activities on the part of Wickham, see Andre Lebon, 
L'Angleterre et !'Emigration Fran~aise de 1794 a 1801 (Paris, 1882). 
62see below, pp. 157-8. 
631n the pe~iod 8 Sept. 1794 to 19 Jan. 1795, the Alien Office sent 
eighty-seven letters giving permission for the aliens listed therein 
to be granted passports. Of these, seventy-three letters went to 
Harwich, six to Dover, five to Falmouth, and one each to Rye, Hastings 
and Swansea. Alsd the Harwich letters usually carried the longest 
lists of names. From February 1795 to April 1796, there were only 
two to five such letters a month, of which .three-fifths went to Dover: 
see H.0.5/1. ·However, these figures do not include Gravesend, where 
Mazzinghi was e.mployed by Mansion House as a registrar of aliens. 
• 
, 
• 
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1796, kept the military emigres on the move. In mid-1796 the threatened 
invasion of Britain by the French troops massed in Brittany prompted the 
government to order the evacuation of refugees from the Channel Islands, 
to reclaim the King's House at Winchester for use as a barracks, and to 
apply more strictly the geographical limitations on the residence of aliens. 
Naturally, this shifting of the foreign population increased the volume 
of alien business both for the staff of the Alien Office, and for the 
customs and local government officers. In January 1795, Philip Stanhope, 
a clerk from the Alien Office, was sent to Harwich to ease the burden of 
~ 
the customs men who were beset by the flood of French and Dutch refugees from 
64 
Holland. This set a precedent for sending men from head office to deal 
with particular local problems. Stanhope left his mark by establishing 
procedures for questioning aliens on arrival. In this he was assisted by 
Baron de Suzannet, a member of the French Committee which handled the 
distribution of funds to the laity under the supervision of Wilmot's Committee. 
0 Obviously the government was continuing its practice of using approved 
Frenchmen to vouch for the identity and character of their fellow-exiles. 
Stanhope closely questioned the French on their past movements, present 
contacts in England, and future means of subsistence. If they could produce 
some documentary support for their statements, and had some likely means of 
support, such as military em~loyment, he let them pass. However, he did not 
enquire too closely into their means of subsistence, as otherwise he 'must 
65 
have shut the aoor upon them all'. Before leaving Harwich, Stanhope 
I 
suggested that he and de suzannet should compile a list of questions to be 
asked aliens by future examining officers, and that the French should be 
required to appear later before the French Committee in London, ~s .well as to 
64King to Mayor of Harwich, 20 Jan. 1795, H.0.5/1, P• 139. 
65 P. Stanhope to T. Carter, 21 Jan. 1795, H.0.1/J, f. 86 • 
l 
' 
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'd h t · 66 provi e .c arac er witnesses. The Baron further intended to make a list 
of those who had expressed their intention to serve, and give it to the 
emigre commanding officers so that 'they may be invited to act up to their 
professions' •67 
The Alien Act bore especially closely on soldiers. Those travelling 
from Holland were expected to obtain passports prior to embarkation; failing 
this, they were closely questioned on arrival by a customs or Alien Office 
official. They had to surrender their arms on arrival, and needed passports 
to travel within the country, although French officers of the emigre corps 
on Jersey and Guernsey were allowed to cross to the islands without the usual 
passports.68 Officers who decided to cross to the Continent to join the 
mnigre regiments there, were entitled to an exemption from the king's head 
money (12/6d.), and from half the passage money, on production 0£ a certificate 
from the French Committee as well as an order from the Alien Office. The 
procedure is not clear, and either document may have been sufficient. 69 As 
military emigres made up the bulk of arrivals and departures in 1795-6, much 
of the routine alien business at the ports concerned them. 
The Alien Office continued to concentrate its attention on the French •. 
out ch traffic was second to the French, but in alien correspondence Dutch 
names rarely .appeared except on lists -of persons to be granted passports. 
Alien merchants, almost none of whom were French, enjoyed favoured treatment. 
They wer~ granted passports without prior permission from London, except when 
they came direct from France, thereafter they could travel without 'let or 
66stanhope to carter, 24 Jan. 1795, ibid. 
67
stanhope to Carter, 26 Jan. 1795, ibid. 
68King to Mayor of oover, 7 Feb. 1795, H.0.5/1,p. 152; Portland to Mayor of 
Southampton, 15 April 1795, ibid.,p. 1951 Portland to Mayor of Weymouth, 
2 May 1795, ibid. 
69
-King to A. Todd, 7 March +795, ibid., pp. 170-7l1Carter t~ La Marche. 
21 March 1795, ibid., PP• 183-4. 
·' 
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hindrance', unless they seemed to be behaving suspiciously. 7O However, all 
foreigners embarking for France on neutral vessels needed a specific passport 
from Portland or Grenville. 71 
In March 1795, when the heavy traffic caused by the evacuation of 
Flanders had abated, Portland decided that future traffic probably would be 
greatest between Hamburg and Yarmouth. Accordingly, he asked Grenville to 
apprise the British minister in Hamburg of the regulation that passports to 
Britain should be issued only to foreigners unlikely to become 'an immediate 
burthen to the public'. 72 John King told the Mayor of Yarmouth to expect 
increased traffic through the port, sent him a $et of instructions for his 
guidance, and ordered him not to permit any aliens to land without a passport 
from a minister abroad. He was not to issue passports before sending the 
names and circumstances of the aliens to the Alien Office, except in the case 
of despatch carriers, or ~migr~ soldiers on British service. 73 
Late in 1795, the Alien Office made several attempts to remove or check 
on aliens living in south coastal areas. In September, King informed the 
Mayor of Dover that many aliens were living in Dover without a lic~c.t:e , and 
requested him to xnake them conform to the statutory limits. • Two months later, 
he ordered all priests and unmarried persons to leave Dover, to prevent a 
clandestine correspondence with France, but allowed well-regarded families to 
stay, to spare them the expense of moving. 
74 
Then he asked customs officers 
at Brighton, Deal and Ramsgate to report on ~11 aliens then residing in their 
70King to Mayor of Falmouth, 12 Feb., 3 March 1795, ibid., pp. 154-5, 166-7. 
73xing to Newport, 21 June 1795, ibid., pp. 215-6. Excepti~ns were made for 
prisoners-of-war, or people with passports from the Commissioners of the 
Sick and Hurt Office: ibid. 
72Portland to Grenville, 14 March 1795, ibid., pp. 178-9. 
7\ing to Mayor of Yarmouth, 14 March 1795, ibid., pp. 179-82. 
741ting to Mayor of Dover, 3 Sept. 1795, ibid., p. 252;King to Newport, 
2 Nov. 1795, ibid., PP• 282-4. 
132 
75 
towns. Portland, while anxious to prevent espionage in the coastal towns, 
was still relatively lenient in his application of residential limitations, 
76 especially in the case of the clergy. 
Next, Portland tightened the regulation of shipping between Britain 
and France or French-held territory. Such neutral vessels as traded between 
the two were ordered to pass through Dover, and alien passengers were 
77 forbidden to disembark at any other port. The restriction did not apply 
to British subjects, unless their motives for the trip were distrusted. 78 
This was an ad hoc innovation on Portland's part, put into practice through 
instructions to customs officials at the southern ports. In March 1796, 
he reviewed and widened the measure, and placed it on a firmer legal footing. 
He told Lord Mansfield, the President of the Council, that aliens on neutral 
ships had found it easy 'to evade the Regulations of the Act relative to 
• , , • I 79 Aliens, and to escape all enquiry or examination. He wanted an order in 
council made to the effect that any vessel coming immediately from enemy 
territory, carrying aliens other than merchants or crewmen, should be 
1 
permitted to land them only at the ports of Yarmouth, Harwich, Dover, Southampton 
or Gravesend, •unless such Aliens shall previously have obtained a Passport 
from one of His Majesty's Principal Secretaries of State, authorising him 
75 King to Collectors of customs at Brighton and Deal, and V. Sayer (Ramsgate), 
28 Nov. 1795, ibid., pp. 2q6-8. 
76see also the case of the seven priests at Eastbourne, who were assisted 
by the government when faced with difficulties over residence licences: 
carter to Rev. R. sneyd, 5 June 1795, ibid., pp.206-071 Carter to Major-
General Ainsley, s June 1795, ibid., p. _200. The British government was 
usually less severe on the clergy in this regard. See Plasse, Clerge 
Francais ii, pp. 14-15. · , , 
77Portland to customs Officers at oe·a1, Ramsgate and Margate, 9 Jan. 1796, 
H.0.5/1, pp. 317-8. 
78 318 9 King to B. sayer (Deal), 11 Jan. 1796, ibid., pp. - • 
12Portland to the Lard President of the Council, 16 March 1796, H.0.43/7, 
p. 404. 
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to land elsewhere•. 80 
This was embodied in an order in council issued on 23 March 17~6. 
The Alien Office sent copies to Trinity House, the principal pilotage and 
navigational aids authority of the kingdom, so that the information could be 
passed on to coastal pilots and masters of neutral vessels, and to the 
Commissioners of Customs, for directions to be given to their officers in 
the ports.
81 Copies were also sent to the customs officials and chief 
magistrates of the nominated ports, warning them that such aliens must not 
leave without a passport approved by Portland.82 The chief magistrates of 
other towns along the south and east coasts were informed of the new ruling.83 
Portland also tried to control departures from England. In this, he was 
concerned with efficiency, rather than form, and allowed some discretion to 
the port officials. By a direction of 26 November 1795, magistrates were 
forbidden to issue passports for aliens to pass to Jersey and Guernsey. This 
included foreign soldiers in British pay, but off'icers who could show that 
they were travelling to join their corps had no difficulty in obtaining 
passports from the Alien Office, and John King allowed the Mayor of Southampton 
to use his discretion in permitting such officers to embark without prior 
84 
recourse to the office. Thomas Carter told Hobler of the Mansion House 
SOibid. However, despite this measure, problems were still occasioned by 
Frenchmen arriving from France on neutral ships: see King to Chief 
Magistrates of Harwich, Yarmouth, Gravesend, Dover and Southampton, 
18 July 1796, H.O.5/2, PP• 57-8. 
81 King too. court, 26 March 1796, H.O.5/1, pp. 399-400; King to ~ume, 
26 March 1796, ibid., pp. 400-01. King later asked Court (Trinity House) 
to stress to the pilots that aliens passing from enemy territory and arriving 
on the Thames were allowed to land only at Gravesend: King to Court, 
28 April 1796, H.O.5/2, PP• 9-10. 
82 King to collectors and Chief Magistrates of Yarmouth, Harwich, Gravesend, 
Dover and Southampton, 26 March 1796, H.O.5/1, pp. 402-3. 
83King to Chief Magistrates of towestoft, Southwold, Dunwich et al, 
26 March 1796, ibid., PP• 403-4. 
84 xing to Mayor of Southampton, l March 1796, ibid., pp. 371-2. 
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85 
that although aliens were required to produce their old 
passports before being issued with new passports to leave the kingdom, the 
Lord Mayor might grant passports if convinced by the evidence presented, to 
86 
save the delay of applying first to the secretary of state's office. Again, 
Carter approved of Mazzinghi's action in allowing a party of German labourers 
to embark for Hamburg, as it was desirable to allow aliens to embark for 
neutral ports, even without proper passports, 'if there is no reason to 
suspect them of mischievous intentions•. 87 The object of giving discretionary 
powers was, of course, the saving of time and money. The Alien Office was 
interested in suspicious characters, not re~~le aliens leaving the 
country on legitimate business. 
The destination of departing aliens was an important factor, and those 
who were bound for France were obviously of most concern. The requirement 
for such travellers to have passports from a secretary of state did not 
prevent some from evading the act by boarding at Southend ships that had 
been cleared at Gravesend, a practice which the Alien Office endeavoured to 
stop. 88 Even British subjects departing for enemy ports were to be detained 
89 if found not to have the proper licence for the journey. 
Evasion of the act by incoming aliens continued to be a problem. Carter 
complained that aliens frequently left the ports before ?eing granted a 
passport, and he instituted a search in London for three who had left Dover, 
85 At this time, the Lord Mayor appears to have had at least two employees 
working on alien business: Hobler, at Mansion House, and Mazzinghi, 
at Gravesend. 
86 carter to M. Hobler, 12 March 1796, H.O.5/1, pp. 383-4. 
87 carter to Mazzinghi, 15 March 1796, ibid., p. 387. 
B8King to Chief Officer of customs at Southend, 20 June 1796, H.O.5/2, p. 43. 
89Carter to Mazzinghi, 8 April 1796, H.O.5/1, pp. 416-8. 
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with the aim of sending them back there as an example to others. In 
March 1796 Carter sent James Walsh from the Alien Office to assist customs 
officers at Dover, Deal, Ramsgate and Margate, 'in superintending the arrival 
& departure of Foreigners•. 91 Stanhope had been sent to Harwich for a few 
days in January 1795, when it was inundated with refugees from Holland, but 
this was the first appointment of someone from the London office to work on 
a regular basis in a country centre. 
The need for accurate information on aliens residing in Britain led to 
several calls for information by the office, particularly in regard to aliens 
living in the coastal areas. In April, John King requested lists of French 
clergy residing in Plymouth and Lulworth, 92 together with information on the 
93 
state of their licences to reside there. A far bigger task was occasioned 
. 
in July, when Portland wanted the police magistrates and Lord Mayor's office 
to extract fresh declarations from aliens livin~ in London, without the 
'hand of government' being apparent. 94 
Alien Office business increased sharply from this point, as July 1796 
also saw the government order the French refugees to evacuate the Channel 
Islands, then under threat of French invasion. I shall discuss this 
evacuation more fully in Chapter 8, but as the Alien Office was involved in 
the resettlement of the evacuees, an outline of the part it played will be 
useful here. 
90Carter to N. Conant, 14 March, 7 April 1796, H.0.5/1, PP· 386-7, 414; 
King to Marquis de Spinola, 20 March 1796, ibid., pp. 393-4. 
9lcarter to Newport, 19 March 1796, ibid., p. 391. 
92A colony of French Trappists had been formed at Lulworth, on land owned 
by the Welds, a prominent Catholic family: Weiner, French Exiles, p. 58. 
93King to Mayor of Plymouth, 19 April 1796, H.0.5/1, p. 4241 Xing to 
Jean Baptiste (Lulworth), 19 April 1796, ibid., p. 425. 
9.4carter to Lord Mayor, 21 July 1796, H.0.5/2, pp. 58-9. This is 
reflected in Alien Office accounts: expenses for June were £25, while 
July stood at £328.6.6: see H.0.5/22. 
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Most lay evacuees landed initially in Southampton. To save duplication 
of work, those arriving with a Channel Islands certificate were not required 
to make fresh declarations, although Dundas urged special care in taking 
declarations from the French Royalists who had recently been deported to the 
Channel Islands from France, under terms of surrender to Hoche •95 The Prince 
de Bouillon96 warned that Hoche might have included Republican spies in 
th . umb 97 eir n er. The Home Office assumed responsibility for the resettlement 
of the non-military refugees. Most of those at Southampton eventually moved 
to London of their own accord. The Home Office took a more direct part in 
resettling six hundred priests in the northern counties. French refugees 
were no novelty, and sometimes were resented in the home counties, so the 
Alien-Office arbitrarily shipped some of the clergy northwards, where they 
98 
were almost unknown, and it now had to prepare the way for their reception. 
First, the Alien Office wrote to several port towns in the north, 
telling them to expect the arrival of French clergy, and asking the mayors 
99 to assist them. The list of host towns was subsequently reduced and 
altered, and the office issued more specific instructions to Berwick, 
100 
Scarborough, Hull and Newcastle, the intended landing points for the priests. 
95King to J. smith (Southampton customs), 1 Aug. 1796, H.0.5/2, p. 67. 
King to Mayor of Southampton, 19 Aug. 1796, ibid., pp. 102-3. 
96captain Phillippe d'Auvergne, R.N., Prince de Bouillon (1754-1816). He 
commanded the naval station at Jersey, directed the 'correspondenee' with 
the Royalist rebels in Western France, and had charge of the distribution 
of relief allowances to French refugees in Jersey: see below, pp. 288-9. 
97Prince de Bouillon to Dundas, 29 Aug. 1796, w.o.1/921, pp. 631-2. 
98 Wilkinson, 'French emigres', P• 508. 
99 King to Mayors of Berwick, Newcastle, Stockton-on-Sea, Whitby, Scarborough, 
Kingston, Grimsby and Boston, 6 Aug. 1796, H.0.5/2, pp. 75-6. 
lOOKing to Mayors of Stockton, Boston and Whitby, 22 Aug. 1796, ibid., p. 105; 
King to Town clerk of Newcastle, 22 Aug. 1796, ibid., PP• 105-71 King to 
Mayor of Berwick, 22 Aug. 1796, ibid., pp. 108-91 King to Bailiffs of 
Scarborough, 22 Aug. 1796, ibid., pp. 109-111 King to Mayor of Hull, 
22 Aug. 1796, ibid., PP• 111-12. 
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The office wanted these towns to provide transit accommodation for the clergy, 
101 
until they could be dispersed inland. Authorities in the north proved 
helpful in providing accommodation. In response to a request from Portland, 
G 1 S . w. 11 · 102 enera ir i 1am Howe, the army commander in the northern districts, 
103 offered the temporary use of the Sunderland barracks, and the barracks 
at Scarborough were also used h . 104 i 1 to ouse priests. The Corporat on of Hul 
went so far as to defray the expense of lodging a hundred French priests in 
1 . 105 ocal inns. Not all evacuee clergy went north. The earliest to arrive 
went to Southampton, and some priests too ill to continue their journey 
d . W6 were allowe to disembark at Southampton and Portsmouth. 
One new feature of the evacuation ·was Portland's initiative in obtaining 
a grant of approximately one pound per head towards the expense to th~ 
107 
refugees of being moved from their place of settlement. Similarly, when 
the colony of priests was ordered to leave Winchester in August 1796, he asked 
108 
the Treasury for a grant of £500 for removal expenses. These were the 
first occasions on which the government agreed to lift some of the burden 
of incidental expenses incurred by the refugees compelled to leave their area 
of residence. Carter also promised La Marche that he would try to find alternative 
101 King to Town Clerk of Newcastle, 22 Aug. 1796, ibid., pp. 105-7. 
102 (1729-1814), the noted soldier in North America in the Seven Years War 
and the war of Independence. D.N.B., x, PP• 10~-5. 
103 Portland to Sir w. Howe, 10 Aug. 1796, H.O.43/7, p. 527; King to Mayor 
of Newcastle, 25 Aug. 1796, H.O.5/2, p. 118. 
104 c. Greville to Bailiffs of Scarborough, 27 Aug. 1796, ibid., p. 121. 
105 King to Mayor of Hull, 24 Sept. 1796, ibid., p. 155. 
106 King to Mayor of Southampton, 6 Aug. 1796, ibid., pp. 76-7; Greville to 
Mayor of Portsmouth, 14 Sept. 1796, ibid., P• 142. 
l0 7 carter to La Marche, 12 Aug• 1796 • ibid•, PP· 88- 9 • 
108carter to La Marche, 18 Aug~• 1796, ibid •• pp. 99-100; Treasury Minutes, 
7 Oct. 1796, T.29/69, P• 393. 
accommodation for the priests moved from Winchester, and successfully 
persuaded Windham to provide houses at Thame and Reading. 109 
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Although the resettlement of refugees from the Channel Islands and 
Winchester preoccupied the Alien Office in August and September 1796, ordinary 
business continued. In September it struck one of its recurrent problems; 
the over-zealousness of local officials in applying the act. Bath magistrates 
proposed expelling aliens who did not possess licences to dwell there, Bath 
being outside the area in which aliens were permitted to reside. However, 
the Alien Office considered the town to be very suitable for the residence 
110 of refugees, and Portland thought it inadvisable to disturb them. Carter 
privately asked Patrick Colquhoun, the London magistrate, to try to curb 
the magistrates' enthusiasm. He told him that Portland opposed the 
indiscriminate expulsion of all aliens without valid licences. 
What the Duke wishes is, that the same line of conduct 
should be observed towards these unfortunate people at 
Bath that has been adopted here; that is, that they 
should be required to give in their declarations, that 
any suspicious Characters should be scrutinized, and 
that, if they do not give a satisfactory account of 
themselves, that they should be detained, 'till there 
is time to procure the King's Order for sending them 
out of the Kingdom, which will be granted without 111 hesitation upon the requisition of the Magistrates. 
This is a fair summary of how the Alien Act was administered in practice in 
the first eighteen months of Portland's term at the Home Office. 
1797 was a year of fluctuating fortunes for the French refugees, and 
their movements to and from Britain corresponded to the state of affairs in 
France. The watershed was the coup d'etat of 18 Fructidor (4 September 1797), 
1O9Thame had places for 127 priests, and Reading 244. Preference was given 
Carter t o La Marche, 18, 27 Aug. 1796, H.0.5/2, to the infirm. See 
pp. 9.9-100, 120-1. 
llOPortland to or Harrington, 14 sept. 1796, ibid., p. 140. 
lllcarter to P. colquhoun, 1s sept. 1796, ibid., pp. 144-5. 
139 
in which moderate members of the Directory were replaced by radicals. 
Previou~ to Fructidor, the worsening financial situation in Britain, and the 
easing of hostility towards 4migr~s in France, had tempted some refugees 
to return home. The British government was happy to see them leave, and 
assisted their departure by arranging for their conveyance from Jersey to 
112 the French coast, where they were landed clandestinely. From late 1796, 
there was considerable traffic from England to Jersey, both of refugees 
returning to the island, and of those using it as a staging post on their way 
back to France. After Fructidor, the revised Directory sharply reversed 
policy towards the ~migr~s, and many of the latter left hurriedly to escape 
ti d th d i i . 113 . i persecu on, ea , eportat on or mprisonment. Once again, Brita n 
i . 114 prepared to rece ve an influx from France. 
The increased traffic made control and identification of travellere more 
difficult. The use of passports by someone other than the holder was a problem, 
and in January the Alien Office belatedly directed that passports were to be 
115 
signed by the holder. on Jersey, General Andrew Gordon, the Commander-in-
Chief, reported that emigrants were using passports containing alterations 
and erasures, but Greville explained that the alterations were often made by 
the Alien office when extending the period of the passport, to save issuing a 
116 
new one. Passports issued were valid only for a period of several days, so 
that if a traveller were delayed before embarkation, he might need an extension. 
112Greville to captain w. otway, 18 Aug. 1797, H.O.5/3, PP• ?4-51 Windham 
to Pitt, 2 sept. 1797, H.M.C. Oro,emore, , ii, p. 3671 Bouillon to Windham, . 
24 July 1797, B.M. Add. Ms 37846, f. 55. Also, see below,p. 271. 
113N.C.M.H., ix, pp. 291-2. 
l14Portland to General A. Gordon, 20 sept. 1797, H.O.99/1, PP• 320-1. 
115King to Newport, 12 Jan. 1797, H.O.5/2, P• 256. 
116Gordon to Greville, 1 Feb. 1797, H.O.98/7, unf.1 Greville to Gordon, 
11 Feb. 1797, H.0.99/1, PP• 298-9. 
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Earlier, Gordon had complained to Bouillon that some Pmigrants arriving 
with passports from Portland were not included on the lists forwarded to 
him, so that he had been forced to send them back. 117 Obviously, there 
were many loopholes in the passport system. 
Control over emigrants passing thr.ough the ports was still a problem. 
In November 1796 Portland attempted to restrict passengers to France -to 
travelling on the Post Office packets. 118 In January 1797 Carter pointed 
out to Walsh, now stationed at Yarmouth, that although he had detained 
no-one on suspicion in all hi r, time there, several dangerous persons had 
passed through there unhin~~red. 119 Carter told Gravesend officials that 
no aliens arriving 'frvm any neutral any more than enemy's Ports are to be 
suffered to proceed to London 'till their declarations shall have been sent 
120 to the Duke of Portland's office, and permission granted them to come up'. 
The system of asking new arrivals to nominate referees continued, 
although John Wilmot's offer of the services of the French Committee in 
121 vetting aliens was not accepted. Madame de La Tour du Pin described 
the proceedings at Dover when she and her husband arrived from France after 
Fructidor: 
117Gordon to Bouillon, 15 Dec. 1796, H.0.69/9, f. 113. 
llSKing to Newport, 29 Nov. 1796, H.0.5/2, P• 221. 
119carter to Walsh, 20 Jan. 1797, ibid., p. 262. 
l20carter to Mazzinghi, 15 March 1797, ibid., p. 337. However, this did 
not apply to despatch carriers and soldiers with certificates from 
their receiving officer, passing through Great Yarmouth: King to Mayor 
of Yarmouth, 29 March 1797, P• 352. 
121J. Wilmot to c. Long, s March 1797, P.R.0.30/8/190, ff. 141-2. 
When they sa·.1 my passport, which I presented at the 
office charged with examining them -- the Aliens' 
Office -- I was asked if I was a subject of the King 
of England. When I said that I was, I was told I 
would have to find someone of standing in England to 
vouch for me. When, without hesitation, I named my 
three uncles -- Lord Dillon, Lord Kenmare and Sir 
William Jerningham -- the tone and attitude of the 
officers changed at once. These formalities occupied 
the whole morning.122 
141 
Refugees who could not produce passports or referees were sent back to the 
Continent. However, many of them were destitute, so the government had to 
pay for their passages. In order to curtail this expense, the Alien Office 
ordered that such aliens should not be allowed to disembark at all, so that 
the shipmasters who had accepted them on board without the necessary documents 
would be liable for the 123 expense of the return voyage. 
As well as these piecemeai attempts to tighten existing regulations, 
Portland set in motion a comprehensive review of the alien situation early 
in 1797. The Alien Office asked La Marche to send a return of the 
number of emigrants on the relief lists, distinguishing the clergy, the 
laity, women and children, showing the district in which they lived, and 
124 
the number resident in each district. This was followed by a request to 
the Lord Mayor and the magistrates of the police offices in Westminster and 
Middlesex, to furnish the Alien Office with monthly returns of aliens living 
within their districts. In April Greville sent out forms on which future 
returns were to be made, and noted that after the first return, only subsequent 
changes needed to be shown. John King also asked magistrates of police 
offices to make returns showing the aMual figures of outward passports that 
122La Tour du Pin, Memoirs, p. 313. Actually, her claim to British 
nationality was dubious: the Dillons were an Irish family which had 
followed James II into exile. 
123carter to Mazzinghi, 27 May 1797, H.O.S/2, PP• 412- 3• 
124carter to Ls Marche, 20 Feb. 1797, ibid., P• 290 • 
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had been issued to d~~e. 125 This comprehensive enquiry by the Alien Office 
may have been inspired by ·the House of Commons' request for an account of 
the nwnber of foreigners who had entered Great Britain since 1 May 1792. 126 
The renewed influx of French refugees after Fructidor caused the Alien 
Office to review its policy. Its instructions to Jersey, Guernsey and 
English ports regarding new arrivals, showed its stance: humanity demanded 
that the refugees should be given asylum from persecution, refugees who had 
been in Britain before were favoured over those who had not, continued 
residence in Britain was dependent on good conduct, and the government refused 
to grant any financial assistance to them. In Jersey, Gordon was given 
discretion in allowing admissions, with these guidelines.127 This policy 
did not apply to persons banished by the French government. Boats arriving 
with such deportes were to be sent away from the British coast.128 
Good behaviour was a condition for the continued residence of all aliens, 
not just new arrivals. Late in 1797, the Alien Office made it clear that 
several sorts of offences by aliens would result in their immediate 
deportation. Greville asked Wilmot's Committee to make it known to all 
refugees in London, particularly those receiving relief, 
that it is His Grace's [Portland's] firm determination 
to send away every Alien without distinction who 
shall be found by the officers of Police in any 
public Gaming House or who shal 1 be known to be a 
frequenter of such places. ·129 
125King to the Lord Mayor, 2 March 1797, H.0.43/8, p. 528; Greville to 
Magistrates of Police Offices, 5 April 1797, H;o.5/2, pp. 362-3. 
126King to Chief Magistrates of Corporate Towns, 25 March 1797, ibid., 
pp. 359-60. The exact sequence of events is not clear. 
127eortland to J. Binstead (Lymington), 2 Oct. 1797, H.0.5/3, p. 881 
~ God 24 Sept 1797, H.0.99/1, PP• 321-41 Portland to Portland to r on, • 326 p tl d t Gordo General H. Dalrymple, 3 Oct. 1797, ibid., p. J or an o n, 
17 Oct. 1797, ibid. , P• 328• 
12\1ng to Mayors of Harwich, Yarmouth ' 
20 Oct. 1797, H.0.5/3, P• 102. 
129Greville to G. Hughes, 17 Nov. 179 7, 
Gravesend, Dover and Southampton, 
ibid., pp 134-5. 
• 
.. 
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Following reports that suspicious foreigne'rs, thought to be bringing 
forged banknotes into the country, had made clandestine landings and 
departures near Deal, the Alien Off ice issued an order that any alien 
found carrying forged notes would be deported or prosecuted.130 In one 
case of fraud, a Toulonese refugee receiving an allowance as such, who 
obtained a second payment from Wilmot's Committee, was ordered out of the 
kingdom. 131 The need for tightening-up probably indicates the growing 
-.;..cclimatisation of the refugees. 
The importance of a good reputation for the refugee community as a 
whole was soon underlined. Napoleon Bonaparte returned to Paris in 
December 1797, and sailed from Toulon for Egypt in May 1798. In the months 
between, Great Britain mobilised her resources to meet possible invasion.132 
This threat highlighted the problems of having a large number of French 
refugees in the country, who were both objects of fear and distrust to the 
home population, and persons in great need of protection from the invaders 
a repetition of their situation in the Channel Islands in 1793 and 1796. 
In April, when Lord Minto133 offered to raise an emigrant corps for the 
defence of Great Britain, Dundas was 'apprehensive that, amidst the existing 
prejudices, it may receive a clamour and ferment very prejudicial to 
134 themselves [the emigrants]•. In parliament, Windham and Pitt spoke out 
l30king to Chief officer of Customs at Deal, 17 Oct. 1797, ibid., p. 99; 
Greville to Newport, 18 Nov. 1797, ibid., p. 138. 
l31Carter to Hughes, s Dec. 1797, ibid., p. 1601 King to. Otway, 11 Jan. 
1798, ibid., p. 196; King to Hughes, 11 Jan. 1798, ibid., pp. 196-7. 
132Sydenham, First French Re ublic, p. 164; Raymond Postgate, Story of 
a Year: 1798 London, 1969), PP• 16-17. 
133Pormarly Sir Gilbert Elliot. 
l 34Dundas to Grenville,20 April [1798), H.M.c. Dropmore, iv, p. 174. 
The offer was declined: Grenville to Minto, 28 April 1798, N.L.s. Ms 
11215, f. 142. 
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in defence of them, and the former was strongly against sending them out 
of the country en masse. 135 The ministers recognized the danger in which 
an invasion would place the French exiles. Dundas thought 'that there 
should be an allotment made for the aged, infirm, or infant -emigr,s in 
some safe central places•. 136 
What was done, in fact, was to remove almost all Frenc)l from the coastal 
·areas, ·which would both prevent any collusion with the invaders and remove 
them from immediat~ danger -- the same expedient that had been adopted in 
. 
Jersey in 1796. When ordering the evacuation, the Alien Office _stressed 
that it was a precautionary measure, and that the refugees were to be treated 
"' 
with every attention. Emi.gre soldiers, and refugees living or working in 
British families, were exempted, · and those with teaching posts were grantec;i 
th . h' h 137 f . an extra mon in w J.'C to move. The Duke o Richmond recommended 
138 
exemptions for several aliens, but Portland refused the request. The 
I 
removal date was set at 25 May. Wickham, who had replaced Charles Greville 
as Under Secretary of the Home Office in February,139 promised Wilmot 'that
1 
he would endeavour to obtain some '· small Relief for such of the Emigrants 
as may be particularly distressed by this measure' • 140 The · relief con1Inittee 
135parl. Hist., xxxiii, 24 April 1798, cols 1454-7; Entry 28 April 1798, 
w.o.A., Douglass' Diary, i, p. 101. Pitt and Windham defended them 
again in July: Entry 19 July 1 798, ibid., p. 111. 
136oundas to Grenville, 15 April 1798, H.M.C. Dropmore, iv, p. 169. 
137wickham to La Marche, 25 April 1798, H.0.5/3, p. 318; Portland to Magistrates 
at Newport and Yarmouth, 26 April 1798, ibid., p. 320; Portland to Lords 
Lieutenant of Essex, Kent, s~ssex, Hampshire, Suffolk and Norfolk, 
30 April 1798, ibid., pp. 325-6; Portland to Duke of Richmond, 15 May 1798, 
ibid., pp. 347-8. 
138Lbid. 
1390 n 28 February King instructed Newport to send future letters to, Wickham, 
thereafter, Wickham seemed to handle most alien business in King s place: 
see King to Newport, 28 Feb. 1798, ibid., P• 262. 
140Minutes 12 May 1798, T.93/2, f. 54 • 
.. 
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subsequently ordered half a guinea extra relief for the 196 refugees 
moved from the coast. It calculated the expenses of the move at 
E14 7 .1. 9, but it is not clear whether it or the government bore the 
141 
cost• The government also revised the provisions of the Alien 
Act as part of its review of the emigre problem, and in response to 
the threat of a French invasion. 
III 
It seems likely that the new Alien Bill was drafted by William 
Wickham, who continued to take an interest in alien business and 
intelligence operations in his new post of 'Parliamentary' Under 
142 Secretary. The Bill was debated in the House of Commons in April 
1798, passed without difficulty and became law on 1 June 1798. 143 Its 
major innovation was that by royal proclamation, aliens might be 
144 
required to obtain licences for residence from authorised persons. 
These licences were to contain a far more comprehensive range of 
information on the aliens, including personal particulars, and details 
of their entry into and subsequent stay within the kingdom. Aliens in 
breach of the 1793 Act who applied properly for residence licenses were 
145 
not liable for prosecution under the former Act. The questions 
141Account for clergy removed from coast, Minutes 8 June 1798, ibid., 
f. 106b; Account for laity removed from coast, ibid., f. 107b. In 
all, sixty-three clergy and 133 laity were moved: Southampton (109), 
Dover (50), Lewes (13}, Ramsgate (23} and 'sundry places' (4). 
142ue was appointed on 1 March 1798: Sainty, Home Office Officials, 
p. 14. Portland had offered to hold the post open for him while 
he served abroad, and had installed his son-in-law, Charles Greville, 
to serve in Wickham's absence: Portland to Wickham, 12 June 1795, 
Wickham, Correspondence, 1, pp. 87-8; Wickham to [?], 27 March 1831, 
ibid., pp. 5, 7 • 
143See Parl. Hist., xxxiii, cols 1454-8; and 38 Geo. III, Cap. 50. 
144Ibid., sec. 1. 
145 .. d 2 See also 38 Geo. III, Cap. 77, sec. 3. Iui . , sec. • 
.., 
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asked of an applicant were obviously designed to provide a history 
of his movements over the previous six years or so, as well as 
points of reference for the information to be checked. Incoming 
aliens were expected to stay in their place of arrival until they 
had 'obtained such Licence to reside in this Kingdom', 146 and could 
be prosecuted if found without a licence, or outside their appointed 
district. 147 
Overseers of the poor and schoolmasters in Scottish parishes 
were added to the people authorised to take declarations given by 
housekeepers. They were to send copies of such licences to a 
secretary of state via the clerks of the peace, and justices of the 
148 peace at the quarter sessions. The effect of this was to draw 
another set of unpaid officials into the administration of the Act. 
The exemptions granted under the 1793 Act to alien merchants and 
149 
aliens resident in Great Britain before 1 January 1792 were repealed. 
The former in particular was not surprising, as it was an obvious 
weakness in security in wartime. 
A clause was introduced whereby aliens who had left their 
countries because of the troubles in France, or conques.t by her, 
were not liable to be arrested for debts or activities contracted 
150 
outside the king's dominions. This was at least partly in response 
151 
to the embarrassment of Monsieur over debts incurred abroad. Lord 
Grenville promised Minto, an advocate of Artois' cause, that such a 
146 50 38 Geo. III, Cap. , sec. 11. 
147tbid., secs 3, 5. 
148tbid., sec. 14. 
149Ibid., sec. 7. 
lSOibid., sec • 9. 
151The Comte d'Artois was then living in Holyrood Palace in Edinburgh, 
i f debt could not be se-rved: Weiner, French Exiles, where wr ts or 
pp. 131-2. 
clause would be inserted, and that 
It has been judged more dignified for Monsieur to 
make this power general rather than to bring forward 
his individual case, and there are indeed some other 
instances in which justice seems to require that such 
a protection should be granted .152 
147 
The Act regularised and extended existing procedures by 
forbidding aliens to leave the kingdom without a passport, which 
had to be shown to the customs officer and the ship's master before 
embarkation. The penalty for a master knowingly allowing an alien 
153 to embark without a passport was £500. Passports were already 
required for travel to enemy territory, and in February, King had 
complained that shipmasters evaded the regulation, and let aliens 
without passports travel to France on neutral vessels. He had 
tried to stop this by urging Treasury officials to greater accuracy 
154 
when issuing· certificates showing the ships ' ports of call. The 
severe penalty on masters represented another attempt to prevent 
them from evading the regulations. 
The new Act embodied most of the provisions of the old; and 
the changes made were designed to increase the information available 
to the AI:~en Office, to improve documentation, to regularise or 
extend existing modifications and to close remaining loopholes. 
152Grenv1lle to Minto, 28 April 1798, N.L.S. Ms 11215, f. 142. 
15338 Geo. III, Cap. SO, sec. 8. The penalty for an alien leaving 
without a passport was set at not more than one year's gaol or 
seven years, transportation. The rule also applied to discharged 
soldiers: see Wickham to E. Woodford, 28 July 1798, H.0.5/4, 
pp. 61-2. 
154King to Rose, 9 Feb. 1798, H.O.5/3, pp. 229-30. 
• 
,• 
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The 1798 Alien Act came into effect on 1 June, and the following 
month Portland set about preparing the proclamation by which the 
0 
residence licences were to be ordered. He outlined his proposals to 
the Attorney General and Solicitor General, who would be responsible 
for drafting the proclamation. By these, aliens would have to register 
within three weeks of the proclamation. Those residing in the City of 
London were to register with the Lord Mayor, those in Greater London155 
with one of the seven public offices, those in cities or corporate 
towns with the mayor or chief magistrate, and those living elsewhere 
were to register with the nearest justice of the peace. All aliens 
entering the kingdom thereafter were to register with the chief 
magistrate, or failing that with the collector of customs in the 
port or arrival. Magistrates were to send their declarations to 
the Home Secretary and to issue the alien with a provisional licence 
156 
valid for up to one month. 
The Under Secretaries John King and William Wickham, and 
Charles Flint, now superintendent of aliens in place of lbomas Carter, 
were empowered to issue the licences of residence, while Portland 
157 
would continue to sign passports and deportation warrants. 'Jhe 
form of the permanent licence was not specified, but would give the 
alien permission 'to reside within a County or other large district'. 158 
lbe permanent licence was to be sent to the office where the original 
declaration had been made, and the alien would call there for it on a 
155Defined in the proposal as that area outside the City of London , but 
inside the Bills of Mortality, or within ten miles thereof. 
1S6Portland to the Attorney-General and Solicitor-General, 2 July 1798, 
H.0.5/4, pp. 4-5. 
157Ibid.; Wickham to Newport, 9 July 1798, ibid., p. 13. 
158Wickham to Conant, 9 July 1798, H.0.5/5, p. 1-3. 
j 
' 
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pre-arranged date, before the provisional licence expired. 159 
Under the 1798 Act, the Crown retained the power to exempt 
aliens from the provisions of the Act. lGO 'This power was used to 
exempt the French bishops, the Due d 'Harcourt and his household, 
the general officers of the French Royal Army and Navy, and French 
magistrates. 
161 
The royal princes Artois, Berri and Bourbon, and 
three officers serving them, were also exempted. 162 
After the 1798 Alien Act, as before, Alien Office policy 
tended to develop through ad hoc responses to particular problems. 
In 1799, several of these problems concerned incoming aliens. As 
much of the traffic came via Hamburg, Portland repeated the strategy 
of insisting that aliens should get passports from the minister 
there, 163 as a prerequisite for embarkation on Post Office boats. 164 
The next checkpoint for incoming aliens was the port of entry in 
Britain. However, there was continuing trouble over pilots in the 
Thames landing alien passengers clandestinely, before declarations 
were made, and one pilot was suspended by Trinity House after a 
165 
complaint from Portland. He also complained to the Postmasters 
General that masters on the packet boats between Cuxhaven and 
Yarmouth were allowing aliens to land before declarations were 
159Portland· to Lord Mayor, 6 July 179 8, H. 0. 5 I 4, P .16 • 
l6038 Geo. III, Cap. 50, sec. 2. 
16 lportland 
Portland 
162Portland 
letter). 
to 
to 
to 
the French Bishops, 7 July 1798, H.0.5/4, p. 20; 
Due d'Harcourt, 7 July 1798, ibid., p. 22. 
d'Harcourt, 7 July 1798, ibid., PP• 22-3 (another 
163Sir James craufurd, British resident_ at Hamburg 1798-1803. 
164Portland to Postmasters-General, 24 April 1799, H.0.5/4, p. 345. 
165Greville to Court, 25 Nov. 1797, H.0.5/3, p.145; Portland to Elder 
Brethren of Trinity House, 16 Sept. 1799, H.0.5/5, pp. S2-3; King 
to Court, 18 Oct. 1799, ibid., PP• 104-5. 
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taken, and warned that future offenders would be prosecuted. 166 
Once landed, aliens had to remain at their port of entry until 
permission to proceed was granted. In August 1798, Wickham stressed to 
Newport that no person 'under any pretence' was allowed to leave Dover for 
London without permission from a secretary of state, and that those who 
arrived from France claiming to have information for the government, were to 
commit it to writing for immediate despatch. 167 In the case of du Bue, 
a Frenchman who had left Harwich without permission, Wickham refused even 
to show to Portland a letter written on his behalf, as du Bue had 'personally' 
insulted the Duke. According to Wickham, 
so indecent were the terms of the letter he wrote 
to the Duke of Portland on his last leaving England, 
and when he thought himself out of his Grace's power, 
that there would be an end at once of the Authority 
which Parliament has vested in the Government of the 
Country over Foreigners if it were to pass unnoticed, 
and (as far as can be) unpunished.168 
Obviously du Bue had good reason not to wait for permission! 
One special case of incoming aliens was a group of French priests who 
had been deported to Cayenne,169 intercepted by British ships on their return, 
and landed in Liverpool in August 1799. The priests were detained there while 
166Portland to Postmasters-General, 8 April 1799, H.O.5/4, pp. 327-8. 
16 7wickham to Newport 25 Aug. 1798, H.O.5/5, PP• 15-16. See also Flint 
to Mayor of Dover,' s July 1799, H.O.5/4, P: 445 •. 'Permission' included 
that sent from the Alien Office before their arrival, but such arrival 
h d to be notified subsequently. However, in instructions to Falmouth 
o:er a year later, King applied the rule to subjects of states at war 
with Britain: King to Mayor of Falmouth, 25 Nov. 1799, H.O.S/5, p. 167. 
168Wickham to G. Thelluson, 7 March 1799, H.O.5(4~ pp. 286-7. See also: 
Portland to Mayor of Harwich, 7 March 1799, ibid., p. 284. 
169 Capital of Guyane. 
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one of them was sent to London to explain their circumstances. Thereafter, 
they were well-treated. They were allowed to travel to London at the 
expense of the Bishop of St Pol de Lt§on, or to stay in Liverpool if they 
d . d 170 so esire • Two further groups of Cayenne deportees were diverted to 
Plymouth in 1801, of which the second was detained in prison there. The Alien 
Office directed that the first group should be granted a small subsistence 
allowance and paid their travel expenses to London, and it ordered the 
1 d . ·1 t 171 re ease an simi ar reatment of the second. Another group arrived at 
Plymouth soon after, for whom the Alien Office passed responsibility on to 
the Commissioners of the Transport Service, who had charge of the Toulonese 
172 
refugees. 
The situation of aliens once within Britain depended on their own 
behaviour, and British needs. The priests posed special problems, and the 
Alien Office was quick to deal with possible trouble. When King heard that 
a priest in Lincoln had been making converts and had applied to Lord 
Southampton 'for permission to allow any of the Men of His Reg~ that might 
be so disposed to attend the Roman Catholic Chapel', he ordered that the request 
be refused and the name of the priest given to him, so that he could be 
I ith d 1 I 173 deported w out e ay. However, after further investigation, and 
testimonials in favour of the culprit, the order was cancelled, and he was 
. 1 174 allowed to return to Linco n. Two priests were deported who had been 
170King to Mayor of Liverpool, 24 Aug. 1799, H.0.5/4, p. 505; King to Mayor 
of Liverpool, 31 Aug. 1799, H.0.5/5, PP• 26-7. 
171King to Mayor of Plymouth, 9, 10, 11 Feb. 1801, ~.0.5/6, pp. 279, 280, 283. 
There were five in the first group and eighteen in the second. 
172King to Mayor of Plymouth, 13 March 1801, ibid., p. 319. 
173King to Colonel Brownrigg, 6 July 1799, H.0.5/4, p. 437; King to Mayor 
of Lincoln, 6 July 1799, ibid., P• 438 • 
174King to Mayor of Lincoln, 6 Aug. 1799, ibid., p. 479; Portland to 
Ellison, 15 Aug. 1799, ibid., p. 495 • 
152 
troublesome to their prior, and resisted both his efforts and those of Lord 
Arundel! to expel them from their community. C•n hearing of the case, 
• 
Portland despatched a messenger to escort them out of the kingdom. 175 
In 1800 the Alien Office made a further attempt to remove aliens from 
the coast. The Chief Clerk, Brooke, was sent to the south coast to ensure 
that their removal was effected. 176 The measure was directed at the coasts 
of Kent, Sussex, Hampshire, Essex, Norfolk and Suffolk. This time, even 
aliens living with English families were sent away, and not even the Duke 
of Marlborough could secure an exemption for his family's tutor. 177 
However, pennission was later given to several aliens to reside in Southampton 
and Gosport. 178 The zeal with which the order was put into effect could 
prove embarrassing: the son of Count Starhemberg, the Austrian Ambassador, 
and his two servants, were arrested at Eastbourne. Flint hastily ordered 
their release, with apologies, and sent them a licence which would 'remove 
179 further difficulties along the coast•. 
These measures were designed to prevent 'dangerous correspondence' and 
· 180 illegal traffic between British and French territory. A year later, 
similar trouble arose. This time, Portland stopped issuing -passports for 
the Continent, forbade the entry of passengers from France or Holland, sent 
Brooke and Stow to superintend the coast from Whitstable to Lydd, enlisted 
175Entry 27 Oct. 1799, w.o.A., Douglass' Diary, i, p. 160. 
176(?) to Chief Magistrates of Margate, Ramsgate, Deal et al., 12 July 
1800, H.O.S/5, pp. 460-1. 
177Portland to ouke of Ma~lborough, 14 July 1800; Flint to Neville, 
16 July 1800, ibid., P• 466. 
17810rd to La Marche, 10 Oct. 1800, H.0.5/6, p. 91; Ford to Curry, 23 Oct. 
1800, ibid., p. 118. 
l 79Flint to Chief Magistrate of Eastbourne, 19 July 1800, H.O. 5/S, pp. 4 71-2. 
180Portland to Mayors or chief Magistrates of divers ports, 24 July 1800, 
ibid., pp. 484-5. 
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the services of revenue officers in this area, and arranged for a revenue 
cutter to cruise between Dover and the North Foreland.181 The ban on 
_passengers entering the country caused problems at Gravesend. Arrivals 
from Holland were detained on the ships, and their discomfort, and the 
inability of some to pay their passage back, stressed by Walsh, induced 
Portland and Pelham to make some exceptions to the rule. 182 
Portland's actions caused only a temporary halt in the flow of refugees 
back across the Channel to France. Small numbers had been returning for 
several years, but the major exodus began in 1800, and rose to a peak in 
1801, with the Concordat and the preliminary peace negotiations. It had 
declined considerably by the end of 1802, when signs of a renewal of 
hostilities became apparent. Meanwhile, for the first time the Alien Office 
had to concentrate more on outgoing than incoming alien traffic, and it 
modified its policy accordingly. 
From 1800, French refugees who wished to pass to France were granted 
passports to do so, but 'on the express condition that they should not come 
b k l 183 ac • The Alien Office sent to its agents at the ports of Hamburg, lists 
of those granted such passports, to prevent their return to Britain. It 
also sent lists to Wilmot's Committee, so that those receiving allowances 
184 
would be struck from the relief lists. A number of those embarking at 
., 
lSlFlint to J. Walsh and B. Stow, 20 July 1801, H.0.5/6, p. 476; Flint to Walsh, 
21 July 1801, ibid., p. 478; Portland to Treasury Commissioners, 23 July 
1801, ibid., pp. 482-3, Portland to Treasury Conunissioners, 31 Oct. 1801, 
H.0.5/7, pp. 152-3. 
182Flint to Walsh, 31 July 1801, H.O.S/6, p. 4991 Flint to Walsh, 3, 8, 15 
Aug. 1801, H.0.5/7, PP• 2, 17, 30-1. 
183R. Ford to Stow, Walsh and G. Hake, 4 Sept. 1800, H.O.5/6, PP• 36-7. 
184Ibid., Flint to Hughes, 21 June 1800, H.0.5/5, p. 430; Ford to 
J. Glennie (Hamburg), s Sept., 25 Nov. 1800, H.0.5/6, pp. 39, 78. 
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Jersey expressed a desire to return if they found their situation not to 
their liking. Portland ruled that they could not re-enter Britain without 
previously obtaining his express permission to do so, and clearly preferred 
that they should not return. Priests' applications for passports were 
referred to the Bishop of St Pol de L~on before being granted.185 
As France and Britain were then still at war, returning refugees could. 
186 travel only on specified neutral vessels to Calais or Rotterdam, or go 
to Jersey and be dropped clandestinely on the coast by one of Bouillon's 
boats. The traffic through Jersey was halted in February 1801, when Bouillon 
187 complained that it was interfering with the operation of the correspondence, 
but it was reinstituted in March after Portland had 
received strong representations from the Bishop of St Pol de Leon and other Diocesians stating that it 
appeared to them advisable to allow the greater part 
of the French Clergy at present in this Country to 
return to France by the shortest & least expensive 
route.188 
The French bishops were not without influence, and Portland did not want 
to discourage the return movement. Bouillon found his task burdensome. 
He wrote of the returning French: 
like the 'Mouches du coche', they come from all Quarters of England by day & by Night as to a Charing cross Messagerie for passages over, would 
to Heaven they had staid at Home in the origin ••• 189 
185Ford to Gordon, 27 Nov. 1800, ~id., p. 182; Ford to 
Dalrymple, 15 Dec. 1800, ibid., p. 201. 
186 12 J 1801 Ho 43/12, p. 390. Once peace preliminaries King to Hume, an. ' • • d d d that only British vessels be allowe to carry began, Pelhamt For en~: in reply to a similar measure by France: Flint passengers . o ra , 
to stow, 5 Nov. 1801, H.O. 5/ 7, P• 157• 
lS]Flint to Bouillon, 26 Feb. 180l, H.O.S/6, _P• 306• 
188 27 March 1801, ibid., pp. 336-7. Flint to Bouillon, 
189souillon to Woodford, 20 April 1801, B.M. Add. Ms 37851, f. 179. 
I 
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I In 1802, the reluctance of some French clergy to leave Jersey for 
France .caused problems. When they resisted ecclesiastical pressure 
190 
to return, Lord Pelham, now Home Secretary, ordered Gordon to 
'take such measures for enforcing their departure as you shall judge 
necessary, allowing them such reasonable time as you, in your 
discretion, may think requisite for th~ir preparation, and no more' . 191 
Once the preliminary Peace of London was signed on 1 October 
1801, the Alien Office had to begin drafting a new Alien Act. Flint 
tendered a summary of how the 'Police des Etrangers' had operated in 
Paris under the Ancien Regime. Aliens had had to declare the motive 
of the journey, intended duration of stay, acquaintances known, and 
intended places of residence. A check had then been kept through 
district officers and hotelkeepers, and where discrepancies with 
the declarations had occurred, a closer watch had been ordered. 
Flint thought that this mig~t be helpful when considering the 
i f ill f 11 in Britain. 192 format on o a surve ance system or a ens 
Apparently a plan of stationing a branch of the Thames Police at 
Gravesend was mooted, for an officer of this force protested against 
it, and suggested that when a suspicious alien arrived at Gravesend, 
the agent there should warn the Alien Office and the police in the 
area of his intended residence. If the alien did not disembark at 
Gravesend, he might not land until the ship was visited by a Tha~s Police 
boat, and a declaration taken. He also suggested that the Lord Mayor 
190Thomas Pelham (1756-1826), ~1ater second Earl of Chicester, .M.P. 
Sussex 1780, Irish Secretary 1795-8, Home Secretary under 
Addington 1801-3: D.N.B, xv, PP• 697-9. 
l;; 
191Pelham to Gordon, 23 June 1802, H.0.99/2, pp. 92-3. See also: 
King to Gordon, 12 April 1802, ibid., PP• 78-9. 
192 p lb 12 Nov p~n, H,0.1/4, unf, An unsigned memorandum 
Flint to 8 f''iified ;ersio~ of the 1793 Act. See: 'A Sketch of 
suggested a s:I. mp roposed to be made in regard to Aliens', und. 
some Regulat ons P 
[probably late 1801), ibid. 
and each of the police offices should keep a register of aliens, and 
set out a proposed form for it. This form was adopted for a customs' 
register of aliens in-the 1802 Act. He thought that two constables 
from each office should have responsibility for supervising aliens. 193 
The 1802 Alien Act 194 set down a simplified version of former 
provisions for registration. When aliens made their declarations on 
. 
arrival, customs officers were to register these in a 'Book of 
• 
Certificates and counterparts', according to a prescribed form. A 
copy of this, excludiug the section for 'remarks', was to be issued 
to the alien in the form of a certificate. 195 Tile customs officers 
were required to make an alphabetical list and index of aliens' 
196 
names. Aliens were required to produce their certificates to a 
magistrate within a week of their arrival at their destination. 197 
An innovation in the Act was the clause granting limited 
extradition rights. Tilis stated that, according to the treaty with 
the French Republic, his Catholic Majesty and the Batavian Republic, 
aliens could be extradited on request for crimes of murder, forgery 
or fraudulent bankruptcy, where it was considered that evidence against 
198 them was sufficient for a conviction in an English court at law. 
However, the clause regarding non-liability for overseas debts was 
retained and made perpetual. 199 As the Act of Union with Ireland 
193w. Bragge, 'Observations &c', 7 Dec. 1801, ibid. 
19442 Geo. III, cap. 92. 
195 8 """'ese were the headings suggested by Bragge. Ibid., sec. • .Lu 
196tbid. 
197tbid., sec. 9. 
198tbid., sec-. 21. 
199tbid., sec. 23. 
-
had now been passed, a clause was inserted stating that powers given 
to the Lord Lieutenant or other Chief Governor of Ireland, or his 
Chief Secretary, should not extend to aliens in Great Britain. 200 
The provisions of the 1802 Alien Act, including the simplified 
registration system, were framed for a peacetime situation, and in 
the expectation that most of the French refugees in Britain would 
soon return to France. When hostilities resumed in 1803, a stricter 
201 
act was passed, which remained in force until 1816. 
IV 
The passing of the 1795 Alien Act also marked a new stage in 
the development of the Alien Office. The increase in business 
attendant on the licensing provisions of the Act was difficult to 
202 
conduct in the cramped quarters of the Home Office proper, so 
203 the Alien Office moved to new premises in Crown Court, Westminster. 
The new office was headed by Charles William Flint, who was appointed 
Superintendent of Aliens on 5 July 1798. He had been the confidential 
204 
secretary in Switzerland of Wickham, the new Under Secretary. In 
his first accounting of the expenses of the Alien Office, covering 
1797-9, Flint explained that there was no separate office to execute 
the Alien Act in 179 7, but noted that on the passing of the 179 8 
200 Ibid., sec. 27. 
20142 Geo. III, cap, 92. 
202Alien business had been carried out in 'the smallest garret in 
the Home Office': Wickham to Pelham, 8 Jan. 1802, quoted in 
Chapter 2 of a forthcoming book on radicalism in London 1796-1821 
by J. Ann Hone. 
20 3The Times 6 July 179 8. 
204 Office p. 126. Flint (1777-1834) later served in 
Nelson, Home 1n'tondon, of which he became Under Secretary in 
the Irish Office 
1827. He was knighted in 1812: ibid. 
-Alien Act, 'The present Alien Office was formed with a regular 
Establishment from 1st J une 1798'. 205 
158 
Office expenses were calculated under two heads: establishment 
(mainly salaries) and contingent expenses, 'including Agents at the 
Outports, Messengers Bills and expenses incurred in carrying Aliens 
out of the Kingdom'. Contingent expenses were particularly heavy in 
1799, because of the cost of fitting up the office, paying .for 
stationery and printing formerly paid for by the Home Office, - 'and 
by the increased number of Aliens sent out of the ~ingdom'. 206 
Deportation costs, and the employment of additional agents on the 
coast, were the reasons advanced by Flint for the increased expenses 
207 
of 1800-01. Total expenditure for the period 27 September 1794 
to 19 March 1800 was estimated at £18,035.16.10. 208 
Deportation costs varied from ·case to case. Obviously, an 
alien who had to be escorted to his port 9f departure cost more than 
one who was asked to quit the kingdom within a given time. King 
instructed the town clerk of Southampton that deportees were to 
pay their own passage if they could afford it; if not, the mayor 
was to advance the money, then draw on the Home Office . for it.209 
205Account of the Expenses of the Alien Department, 1797-9, 17 April 
1800, H.0.5/5, P• 346. 
206 tbid. 
207Account of Expenses of Alien Department in 1800, 12 Feb. 1801, 
0 5/6 285-6• Account of Expenses of Alien Department in 
~soi s'~~~h 1802, H.0.5/7, p. 272. Annual figures on Alien 
' enditure 'are fragmentary. The highest estimate that 
~f:;: ~: a year's outlay is a total of ES,188 for the year to 5 
1801 which was almost double that of the previous year (see Jan. ) Th k of expenditure was probably in 1801 or 1802. 
ibid. • 1 lefi::res see Accounts and Papers, xxxv, 1868-9, pp. !~~-~~r~S;-4; Alien Accounts, H.0.5/22. 
208tb1d. 
209King to Ridding, 31 Aug. 1796, H.0.5/2, p. 127. 
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However when the wife of one deportee wanted to accompany her husband 
into exile, hut could not afford the passage, Portland directed 'that 
every expence for her passage, and maintenance while on board shall 
be provided by you in the same manner as for her husband and children•. 210 
The allowance made for aliens who could not maintain themselves while 
awaiting deportation varied from five shillings a day for 'Persons of 
a superior Class', to three shillings and sixpence for 'Persons of the 
common Class'. Dover magistrates were told that the Alien Office would 
pay one and sixpence a day towards the cost of detaining any alien who 
211 could not pay his own expenses. 
!-luch of the administrative burden of the Alien Act fell on the 
officials in the pprts, but the Alien Office seems to have been 
reluctant to offer them much financial recompense. In the case of 
Charles Cox, the Mayor of Harwich, in January 1795 the office granted 
him indemnification for expenses, but in December it refused him an 
allowance to provide an office and clerk to transact alien business. 
However, a year later, King referred to a gratuity which Cox had been 
212 granted for such busiriess. Presumably a gratuity was preferred to 
an allowan~e, as being more flexible and less of a regular perquisite. 
The office establishment remained small. 'The early superintendents 
had been served by temporary clerks as needed; eventually two clerks 
were placed on the establishment. 213 By 15 October 1795 Charles M. 
Lullin had been appointed Chief of Passports and Licences; he retired 
210Flint to Walsh, 2 March 1798 [should be 1799] H.0.5/4, pp. 281•2. 
21 lFlint to Walsh, 31 May 1799, ibid. , pp • 388-9; Ford to Stow, 2 Dec. 
1800, H.0.5/6, P• 187. 
212tc. n to Cox 10 Jan. 1795, H.0.5/1, p. 132; Portland to Mayor of 
irwig h 31 'n 1795 ibid pp. 314-5; King to Cox, 16 Dec. 1796, Ha c , ec • ' • ' 1 • Wi kh 
/ 236 on recompense for expenses, see a so. c am to H.0.5 2, P• • /4 268 Newport, 6 Feb. 1799, H.O.S 'P• · 
213 P • 12 6 • Dr Nelson gives no date for these Nelson, Home Office, 
appointments. 
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in 1816. 214 Henry Brooke served as Chief Clerk from about June 1798 
to 1813. 215 
business. 216 
He occasionally made trips to the ports on alien 
Flint's term of office as superintendent was broken by 
the appointment of Richard Ford from 7 August 1800 to January 1801; 
Flint resumed on 19 February. 217 
By 1802 there were four men working for or with the Alien Office 
as Inspectors of Aliens: Benjamin Fuller Stow (Dover), Samuel Humphrey 
Pellew (Falmouth), George Hake (Harwich) and James Walsh Jnr 
218 (Gravesend). This embryo inspectorate, which foreshadowed the 
increasing specialisation characteristic of the nineteenth century, 
developed in stages between 1793 and 1802. The first step came from 
outside the Alien Office, when the Lord Mayor appointed John Mazzinghi 
as recorder of aliens at Gravesend in 1793, 219 and in 1795 Philip 
Stanhope of the Alien Office temporarily assisted customs officers 
in Harwich. 220 But in 1796 !llcltters were put on a more formal footing 
by appointing inspectors who interviewed new arrivals, .sent lists of 
arriving and departing aliens, and ensured that suspicious foreigners 
and their baggage were sent to the magistrates at Great Marlborough 
Street for a thorough examination. They might also assume command of 
221 Customs cutters when necessary. The inspectors were paid a salary 
214tbid. 
215 tbid. 
216[?] to Chief Magistrates of Margate, Ramsgate, Deal et al., 12 July 
1800, H.0.5/5, pp. 460-1; Pelham to Brooke, 14 Oct. 1801, H.0.5/7, 
p. 137. 
217Nelson, Home Office, P• 126 • 
218Pelham to Lords Commissioner of the Treasury, 30 June 1802, R.0.5/7, 
PP• 407-10. See also Nelson, Home Office, pp. 127-8. 
219 See above, P • l l 7 • 
220see above, P • 129 • 
221Nelaon, Home Office, PP• 127- 8· 
of £100 a year. 
Those appointed in 1796 were James Walsh Jr, commander of a 
Customs cutter, who was inspector of aliens at Yarmouth 1796-1798, 
161 
and Peter Newport, Colle~tor of Customs at Dover, who assumed the 
additional duties of inspector there. 222 The fact that Walsh succeeded 
Mazzinghi at Gravesend after the latter was dismissed in December 1798, 
. 
and that Walsh was an employee of the Alien Office in 1802, 223 suggests 
that responsibility for Gravesend had passed to the Alien Office, 
possibly in 1796. George Hake succeeded Walsh at Yarmouth, but had 
moved to Harwich by 1802. 224 Stow· became collector of customs and 
inspector of aliens at Dover after the death of Newport in 1799, and 
by early 1800 the collector of customs at Falmouth served also as 
' 225 inspector of aliens. The close links between the customs service 
and the Alien Office in personnel and functions at ports, were obvious. 
Under the 1802 Alien Act, customs officers became responsible for the 
exe~ution of the Act at the ports, so Hake and Walsh were commissioned 
226 into the customs service. 
Another important, though less apparent, connection was that 
between the Alien Office, the police of fices and Britain's security 
and intelligence operations. An examination of the superintendents 
222Ibid. 
223Ibid.; Pelham to Lords Commissioner of the Treasury, 30 June 1802, 
H.0.5/7, pp. 407-10. 
224Ibid., Nelson, Home Office, p. 128. 
2251bid., pp. 127-S. 
226 W l h 26 June 1802 H.0.5/7, pp. 395-6; Pelham to 
H. Brooke to ia :r,of the Treasu;y, 30 June 1802, H.0.5/7, pp. 
Lords Connniss ond Pellew of course already held customs 407-10. Stow an , ' 
conunissions: ibid. 
of aliens leads in this direction. To recapitulate:227 
Superintendents of Aliens 1793-1802 
William Huskisson (10 Jan. 1793 - 11 July 1794) 
William Wickham (11 July 1794 - 9 Dec. 1794) 
Thomas Carter (9 Dec. 1794 - Feb. 1798) 
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Charles William Flint (5 July 1798 - 7 Aug. 1800; 19 Feb. 1801 on) 
Richard Ford (7 Aug. 1800 - Jan. 1801). 
William Wickham's career shows his close involvement with security 
matters. In August 1792 he was appointed magistrate at Whitechapel 
in East London, one of the new police offices created under the 1792 
228 Middlesex Justices Act, where the registration of aliens would 
have been one of his duties from January 1793. From August 1793 to 
mid-1794 Grenville employed him in a secret 'Foreign Correspondence', 
which he continued during his term as superintendent of aliens, 
to which place I was appointed (inter alia) with the 
express view of enabling me to extend and enlarge my 
foreign communications and correspondance [sic], for 
which that office furnished singular facilities and 
advantages that could have been obtained in no other 
way.229 
As Under Secretary of the Home Office 1798-9, between his two intelligence 
missions in Switzerland, Wickham supervised Alien Office activities. 
230 
Flint worked for Wickham on his first mission in Switzerland, and 
must have had considerable knowledge of intelligence operations there. 
Richard Ford's brief tenure as superintendent of aliens must be 
seen in the context of a much longer association with the Home Office 
as magistrate first at the Shadwell Public Office from 1792 and then 
227Based on Nelso~, Home Office, P• 126 • 
228 Ibid., p. 38. 
229Wickham to [?], 27 March 1831, Wickham, Correspondence, i, p. 5. 
2:30see above, P• 162. 
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at Bow Street, where he subsequently was appointed chief magistrate 
in 1801. He assisted the Home Secretary in the prosecutions of members 
of the Society for Constitutional Information and the London 
Constitutional Society and in the treason trials of 1794. He also 
attended the Home Office regularly on police business and to assist 
in matters relating to treason and sedition. Moreover, there is some 
indication that in 1797 Ford was involved with the secret correspondence 
to France. 231 As a magistrate, he would have registered aliens under 
the Act from 1792, and in 1795 Portland informed him of public houses 
frequented by aliens or undesirables, to aid him in decisions when 
licensing hostelries. 232 So Ford's two roles may have been interconnected. 
The Alien Office made full use of Bow Street and the seven new 
metropolitan public offices. Magistrates registered aliens there 
from 1793, and transmitted licences to them from 1798. The magistrates 
assisted Alien Office officials to question suspicious foreigners, as 
when Ford joined Brooke and Flint in interrogating Fran~ois Barth~lemy, 
. 233 
the former French ambassador to Switzerland, in 1799. The Thames 
234 
police helped to monitor alien tr,lffic beyond Gravesend. The Alien 
Office asked police assistance when trying to find aliens who left the 
235 h ports without permission. The favours were not all one way, owever, 
for it seems likely that the Alien Office had a covert role to play in 
domestic intelligence, not provided for in the Alien Acts. 
231 d' . i tion with the Home Office is detailed in Chapter 2 of For s assoc 8 1796 1821 
H , f rthcoming book on radicalism in London - • J. Ann · one s o 
See also Nelson, Home Office, PP• 115-6. 
232tbid., p. 119. 
233Ibid., P• 129. 
234See above, p. 155. 
235See above, pp. 134-5. 
R.R. Nelson suggested the existence of this hidden function 
when quoting a letter written by Wickham in 1801, pointing out the 
advantages that the secrecy of the office's i operat ons provided for 
'Observations & Information', and also 
that in observing Foreigners resident here, much curious 
infonnation respecting the ill intentioned of our Own 
Countrymen and Concerning Foreigners resident abroad, has 
been, and must continue to be indirectly obtained.236 
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Ann Hone, in investigating the 'case for conspiracy' among London 
radicals, and the government's domestic intelligence system, shows 
clearly the nexus between the Home Office, the Alien Office and Bow 
Street in intelligence operations. She concludes that a conspiracy 
to effect change by force did exist, although its scope is not known, 
and that 'the government had a comparatively efficient domestic 
intelligence system' between 1798 and 1802, in which the Alien Office 
237 played its part. This hidden function was most evident between 
1794 and 1801, when Portland was Home Secretary, and it seems likely 
that he appointed Wickham, Flint and Ford to the post of superintendent 
of aliens with this function in mind, thus influencing the nature and 
operations of the developing Alien Office. Finally, in this vein, it 
may be worth noting that a later superintendent of aliens was John 
Reeves, a noted anti-radical, and that he presided over 'a new section 
238 
of the home office dealing with immigration and internal security'. 
236Wickham to Portland, 3 Jan. 1801, quoted in Nelson, Home Office, p. 130. 
237See Chapter 2 of her forthcoming book on radicalism in London 1796-1821. 
238 'Sir George Harrison and the growtr. of bureaucra~y in J.R. Torrance, i 1 R vi 1 iii 1 nineteenth century', English Histor ca e ew, xxx , the ear
6 
YJ 1968 PP 79-80. Reeves was a member of the ultra-no. 32 , an. ' • d 79 
ti Loyalist Association: ibi ., P• • conserva ve 
The staff of the Alien Office was small, but it would have 
been far greater had it had to provide personnel to deal with all 
aspects of the acts. Instead, much of the administrative burden 
was dispersed onto Crown and local government officials throughout 
the kingdom. Of the former category, customs officers, police 
officers and representatives of the Crown in Jersey and certain 
165 
posts abroad, carried the greatest load, and some customs officers 
worked directly for the Alien Office. Much of the paperwork required 
under the extensive registration clauses of the successive Acts was 
done by the network of local government officials, especially the 
mayors, town clerks, magistrates and justices of the peace. This 
spread of effort inhibited the growth of a fully professional 
organisation to deal with alien business, and kept government costs 
to a minimum. It also concealed a very real growth in the function 
and business of the central bureaucracy, for alien administration was 
certainly organised and directed by the ministry and Whitehall. This 
suggests that the eighteenth century practice of 'farming out' 
administration may have masked the development in real terms of its 
central bureaucracy. 
* * * * * * * 
The 1793 Alien Act had been drawn up by Pitt's ministry to 
guard against the infiltration of revolutionary ideas and practices. 
The outbreak of war soon after added the function of detecting enemy 
agents among the hordes of Royalist refugees who took up most of the 
time and effort of the Alien Office. The Act was inadequate and 
difficult to implement; the problems of gathering adequate, accurate 
information, controlling ingress and egress, and keeping a check on 
ithin the kingdom, were constant. alien movements w 
Home Office and 
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Alien Office officials made an ad hoc series of practical modifications 
and additions to the regulations, and the 1798 and 1802 Alien Acts were 
attempts to codify these and adapt the whole to the changing needs of 
the alien situation. 
The development of the Alien Office itself was an unplanned 
outgrowth of attempts to implement the acts. The volume of Home Office 
correspondence arising from their administration made in sensible to 
concentrate routine work within the office. The development started 
with the appointment in 1793 of William Huskisson to handle alien 
business. Under Portland, his successors assumed the title of 
superintendent of aliens, and clerical assistance was increased, 
forming a separate section for alien business within the Home Office. 
From 1795, the section was given a separate financial allocation, and 
it sent agents to the ports to supervise border formalities in liaison 
with the custom officials. Paperwork increased under the terms of the 
1798 Alien Act, and Portland provided for this by giving the section 
a fonnal identity as the Alien Office, with a separate office 
establishment. Tilere is some evidence to suggest that under Portland 
the office extended its surveillance of suspicious foreigners to 
include local radicals. 
In a way, the weaknesses of alien administration in Britain were 
also its strengths. Toe loopholes in the original Act led to ad hoc 
t Problems as they arose but this did lend flexibility to responses o , 
tile administration. Some of the continuing problems with alien 
business arose from the failure to enforce rigorously regulations such 
as the prohibition of aliens residing near the coast. However, Portland's 
the situation of aliens, except when security determination to ease 
k ftened the impact of the Acts on them. Portland's might be at sta e, so 
167 
concern with the intention rather than the letter of the law seems 
justified. John Dinwiddy has pointed out that few French agents were 
239 
able to establish themselves in Britain, in contrast to British efforts 
in France. For all their clumsiness and inefficiency, the Alien Acts 
and Alien Office were remarkably effective in maintaining national 
security, which was, after all, their raison d'etre. 
i , p 211. 239m,m,t.s,y , 'Deportat on , • 
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PART III: REFUGEE RELIEF ADMINISTRATION 
CHAPTER 5 
'l'HE ROLE OF BRITISH alARITY IN FRENCH REFUGEE RELIEF, 1792-3 
British administration of relief to the French refugees from 
September 1792 to the close of 1802 was largely a story of how a 
reluctant gove~ment was drawn i ncreasingly into a welfare field 
~ 
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by the charitable associations and government officials who witnessed 
the plight of the refugees and who put in hand the first attempts to 
organise aid. This chapter and the next cover the period to December 
1793, when the government agreed to fund Wilmot's Committee as part 
of its attempt to achieve a comprehensive settlement of relief matters 
in England and Jersey. Chapter 5 deals with the impact of the 
Revolution and the emigration on the imagination of the British, the 
initial voluntary responses to the refugee influx, and the primacy 
in the efforts of organised charity of Wilmot's Committee, which is 
examined in detail. Chapter 6 first examines the impact of the 
emigration on Jersey and the development of its relief administration, 
with emphasis on the early involvement of the government. The second 
part draws together the· experience of relief administration there and 
on the mainland in an exploration of why the British government decided 
• 
' 
to grant aid to the French. 
I 
Interest in the F~nch Revolution and the ensuing emigration was 
,. 
high in England in the mont~s succeeding the fall of the Bastille, and 
occasionally af~erwards, a~ when the royal couple were apprehended at 
Varennes in 179'1. However, once the new rligime in ltaris seemed firmly 
d d f r aristocratic luminaries were included in the establishe, an ewe 
continuing trickle of ,migr,s into England, their news value abated. 
" 
.. 
.. 
particularly ecclesiastical ones , began 
to increase steadily. but went 1 
, argely unnoticed, except by people 
particularly involved with them, such as Burke, interested Roman 
Catholics and the t:1migr4 community. 
This changed when the dramatic events of August and September 
1792 again rivetted Englishmen's attention on France. In August, Paris 
mobs attacked the Tuileries and massacred the Swiss guards. The 
imprisonment of the King, the subsequent abolition of the monarchy and 
the deportation of the non-juring clergy shocked the English; the 
Revolutionaries had undermined the very foundations of French society: 
the monarchy and church. The unexpected victory of the French 
Republican armies over the Duke of Brunswick's invading forces in 
September crushed hopes of an immediate restoration of the old order 
in France. It seemed that democracy had run amuck and that the direst 
predictions of Jeremiahs such as Burke had come true. 
Stories were circulated of terrible happenings in France. 'lbe 
Due de Rochefoucauld had been pulled out of his coach and murdered 
1 before the eyes of his wife and mother. '!be Princesse de Lamballe had 
been murdered, and her head impaled on a pike and paraded through the 
streets of Paris. 2 '!be mob had invaded a Carmelite monastery in Paris 
and slaughtered many of its occupants; one venerable survivor arrived 
3 
in England in a habit stained with the life-blood of his confr~res. 
Above all, there was the news of the September· massacres, when over a 
lG. Francklyn to Lord Hawkesbury, 11 Sept. 1792, B.M. Add. Ms 38228, 
ff. 53-4. 
2Gaetano Salvemini, The French tavolut:tort 1788-1792 trans. I.M. Rawson 
(London, 1954), P• '312. 
1P1aaae, Clerg, Fran~ais • i • PP. 155-9. 
.,. 
4 
mobs. 
of Parisian prisons were slaughtered by the Paris 
These stories had a profound effect on the English, particularly 
those who had some personal knowledge of the people involved. 
Auckland wrote from The Hague: 
Lord 
it strikes more particularly .those who know France and its 
interior • • • • Eleanor and I were so familiarised to all the 
scenes which have gone forwards, by having travelled so 
much through the provinces, by having lived so much with 
the unfortunate prisoners of the Temple, by knowing 
personally many of the victims of the late atrocities, and 
by having lived in friendship and correspondence with some 
of them to the last hour, that our life is embittered by 
the de tails which we receive, and we can talk of nothing 
else.5 
Alarm for the safety of friends was not unmixed with fears of similar 
occurrences in England. 'Fanny Burney wrote from Essex: 
Our time was almost all corroded by the general alarm for 
the political safety of all manner of people; the successes 
of the fiends of France filled us with incessant horror, 
and the necessity of guarding against the contagion of 
plunder and equality, amongst the poor and wicked, or . 
the duped and the dupers, occupied us perpetually.6 
The institutions of monarchy, aristocracy and the Catholic Church had 
been challenged and defeated by the lower orders and the irreligious. 
If this could happen in France, the most powerful nation in continental 
Europe, then no established order in Europe could feel secure • 
Refugees fled France in the wake of these events; four thousand 
po~red into the south coastal areas of England in the space of six weeks, 
4581 vemini, French Revolution, pp. 310-12. 1 A few mon tbs later, Stanley 
(Thomas, Relief Committee) wrote of those who have more immediately r ' 
d 1 on their Behalf since the Murders of the 2~ of Sep. : intereste ourse ves 42/23 f 427 
Stanley to [Dundas?], 18 Dec. 1792 , H.O. ' • • 
5Auckland to Elliot, 29 Sept. 1792, Minto, ii, PP• 66- 7• 
6Entry 24 Sept. 1792, d'Arbla), Diary and Letters, v, P• 115. 
beginning lat e in August• These refugees were urkedly different from 
previous arrivals. The 1 h d b c ergy a een forcibly ejected from France, 
• 
while the others had left there in panic. They had made little or no 
preparation for escape or exile. Consequently they had fewer resources 
to draw upon and were visibly more destitute. This was particularly 
true for the clergy. They had been given two weeks to leave France 
7 ' 
of their own accord, before facing deportation or imprisonment. Most 
were harassed and despoiled by officials and people along the road to 
exile, and some were beaten or killed. 8 
Lay people leaving France had troubles of their own. They were 
barred f~om crossing the Channel in the regular packets, and usually 
9 had to pay extortionate prices for passages. Often the refugees could 
not leave openly, because of the hostile populace. The Times reported 
their plight on 15 September 1792: 
The French emigrants who arrived in London on Wednesday 
morning report, that before they were so fortunate as 
to procure shipping, they had secreted themselves in woods 
and other lonely and unfrequented places for three days 
and nights, where they suffered extreme inconvenience from 
the constant alarm and agitation they were under, the cold 
and dampness of the weather, and the want of provisions and 
every other acconnnodation. They say, that had it not been 
for making incursions at night into vineyards and gardens 
for fruit they must have exposed themselves to the most 
inmdnent danger of being massacred, or have perished for 
want of food. 
,. ,. -
7 Abb~ Louis Kerbiriou, Jean-Frans,ois de La Marche ~veque-C~mte 
(1729-1806): etude ·sur un diocese Breton et sur 1 emigration 
(Quimper, 1924), pp. 389-90 • 
de Leon 
8 · Th Hi to of the Cler durin the French Revolution 
Abbe Barruel, · e 9 3 vols London, 1794 , iii, pp. 191-5; Abbi trans. from the Pren~h, . ~ _ 1792. episodes de 1 'histoire de la M ignan Un Pretre Deporte en . - 62) 136 8 ~ ' d l'histoire des missions (Paris, 18 . , PP• - ; 
Revolution et e . i PP 98-100 • l<erbiriou, La Marche, p. 391. 
Plasse' Cle rge Fran~ais' ' • , \ 
9 ~ 1 -its' pp 77-8• Sheffield to Auckland, 3 Oct. Wilki , French em gi;c: , • , naon, al and Correspondence, ii, P• 449. 1792, Auckland, Journ ~ 
The press carried reports. of the flood of French into the south 
coas ta I towns • On 3 September 1792 the Hal"lpshire Chronicle described 
the situation in Portsmouth: 
Cargoes of unhappy Frenchmen arrive daily at this port 
who get away in the middle o'f the night in English ves;els •••• 
They are uniform in their deplorable description of their 
country. History furnishes no instances of similar 
anarchy and distress, nor were such cruel barbarities 
ever practised in the most savage nations. 
By 13 September, there were nearly three hundred distressed clergy in 
the town. 10 0 h t er towns, such as Brighton, Eastbourne and Dover, 
·received similar influxes. 11 
Many of the incoming refugees had dramatic stories to tell. 
The Vicomtesse de Lesmaison 's party 'had an extraordinary escape and 
passage in an open boat to Eastbourne, where they found the utmost 
12 
attention from the bathers'. Her sister, Madame de Balbany, was 
13 
one of several refugees shipWTecked near Newhaven. lbe Due de 
Lian court had been hunted from Rouen to Abb~ville to the coast be fore 
escaping to England, 14 Madame de Broglie and her young son had crossed 
the Channel in an open boat and the Marquise de Bouill~ had come in the 
guise of a sailor. 15 Madame Charles de Noailles had tried to ensure a 
lOTrigge to [Dundas?], 13 Sept. 1792, H.0.42/21, ff. 539-40. 
llThe Times 16 October 1792 gives tables of Customs House retums of 
French entering the country• 
12Sheffield to Auckland, 3 Oct. 1792, Auckland, Journal and Correspondence, 
ii, p. 448. 
13Ibid., PP. 448-9. 
14w. Cunningham, Al:lett Iumdsrants to England (1st pub. 1897, 2nd edn, 
London, 1969.) , p. 257 • 
15 [ ] S 1792 d'Arblay, Diary and Letters, v, Phillipe to Burney, ? ept • ' 1792. -P• 116; Hampshire Chronicle 3 Sept. 
safe passage for her baby daughter by entrusting her to the care of an 
Englishwoman at Le Havre, and then had disguised herself as a sailor 
and hidden on an English boat, with the connivance of the captain. She 
managed to rejoin her baby in Brighton. 16 The Prince de Poix was 
arrested, escaped disguised as a National Guardsman, was hidden in 
Paris by a friend, and got out of France after paying an exorbitant 
amount for a passport. 17 
The French arrived in various stages of shock, exhaustion and 
destitution. '11leir itmnediate needs were food, shelte.r, clothing and 
possibly transport to London. In the longer term they needed housing, 
clothing, medical care and some means of subsistence. Their presence 
in large numbers, their very obvious needs and the sensationalist touch 
added by their stories of persecution and escape, creat(~d sufficient 
public sympathy for their plight to demand some sort of action. As 
the government was unwilling to assume responsibility for their care, 
it was left to the British public, in cooperation with the refugees 
themselves, to respond to those needs. 
levels: 
II 
The French refugees were assisted in England on three different 
individual kindnesses, small-scale local organisations in areas 
receiving the emigrants, and London-centred national organisations. 
Informal charity, such as personal gifts or the offer of hospitality, 
began with the emigration itself, and probably lasted past the 
16 Henri-Pierre Danloux Peintre de Portraits et son 
Baron Roger Por~alis, i (-1753-1809) (Paris, 1910), p. 156. 
Journal Durant 1' r..migrat on 
17The Times 4 Oct. 1792. 
0 
', 
Restoration in 1814. 18 H owever, with one exception, all organised 
' 
a t tempts to asaist the refugees had their genesis in the peak influx 
of September 1792. 
'lbe exception was the small organisation started in mid-1792 
by Jean-Franiois de La Marche, Bishop of St Pol de Leon, and two --
Catholic friends, Father Thomas Meynell, a former Jesuit, and Mrs 
Dorothy Silbume, a widow who lodged the Bishop at her home in Queen 
Street, Bloomsbury. 19 La r.arche not only initiated the first attempt 
to organise relief for the refugee clergy in Britain, but he remained 
the dominant French administrator in the whole field of refugee welfare 
... 
there until his d~ath in 1806. He was peculiarly fitted for the task 
by his background and abilities. 
La Marche was a Breton ex-soldier of strong faith and decided 
views, importunate, stubborn, and with marked talents for administration. 
His conmdtment to his episcopal duties in Brittany, and his involvement 
in welfare projects there, had given him a wealth of administrative 
experience to draw upon in exile. The enquiry into mendicity in the 
diocese of St Pol de Leon which he instituted in 1774, at the start 
of his episcopate, illustrates his concern with and pragmatism in 
welfare matters. He sent a questionnaire to each of his cures and 
rectors, designed to find out the number and type (i.e. whether 
children, aged, able-bodied, infirm, unemployed, etc.} of beggars 
i h Parish He sought the opinions and the reasons for beggary n eac • 
of the parish clergy on the best means of suppressing the practice, 
18 
1 
B rney to (?] (?] Oct. 1792, d 'Arblay, Diary and 
For examp e , see u ' 42 5 • La fl' d 133-4 • Baston Memoires, ii, PP. - , .iour u 
Letters, v, pp. 326, 32 • Cun~ingham Alien Immigrants, P. 258. 
Pin, Memoirs, PP• - , ' 
19wtlkinson, 'French ,m:1gr,s', PP· 52- 3• 
wanted to know what provision was made for the poor in the way of 
hospitals and funds, how the schemes were administered, and their 
strengths and weaknesses. Further, he asked how such schemes could 
175 
be improved, or how new ones could be set up if none existed. He 
followed up the enquiry by instructing his cures to set up poor relief 
offices in the parishes, composed of clergy and volunteers, who would 
visit the poor districts to investigate and report on the situation 
and conduct of the needy before distributing alms. He held quarterly 
meetings with hospital boards and the Dames de la Charit~, and helped 
to found a midwifery course in St Pol de Leon. La Marche reminded 
the rich of their obligations to the poor and enjoyed considerable 
success in raising funds and goods for the poor, besides being a 
20 
considerable benefactor himself. 
One of La Marche's prime interests was education, whether 
primary, secondary or vocational training for the Church. He 
re-established the Coll~ge de Leon, and spent two hundred thousand 
francs.of his personal fortune on this project, and on bursaries 
21 for poor students. One of his most effective projects, however, 
was his introduction of the potato to Breton agriculture~ he first 
instituted its cultivation on h-is episcopal estates, then distributed 
the mature potatoes to Breton farmers, thereby helping to reshape 
22 
the economy of the region. 
20Kerbiriou, La Marche, PP· 148-9, 180-2, 190-2. 
benefactions see ibid.' PP· 193-6. 
For a list of his 
21 • • 204-23 for his association with the 
Ibid., p. 197 • See ibit:d' P:P 224-33 for his involvement with Coll~ge de L&on, and ·' • 
primary education. 
195. see Bellenger, 'French ecclesiastical 221bid. , pp. 183-7, 189-90' detailed discussion of La Marche 's background, 
exiles', pp. 175-88 for 8 li ious) in exile, and an assessment of his 
activities (particularly re g 
contribution and character. 
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La Harche was politically active, too. In the l 780s he 
pressed the States of Brittany to i ntroduce a parish-based poor 
.. 
relief system; it was till b i s e ng periodically debated and deferred 
when the Revolution came. He was more successful in his campaigns for 
the construction of ret i i 11 a n ng wa s against encroaching sand, the 
diminution of the capitation tax and the easing of the corv~e. 22 
La Marche's ability to pursue political f avenues or the welfare of his 
charges was a great asset in exile. 
La Marche was the first French bishop to arrive in England, 
after his outspoken opposition to the Constituent Assembly had earned 
that body's displeasure. He evaded its 'invitation' to Paris by 
decamping before the arrival of his military escort, hiding, then 
sailing aboard a smuggling vessel to Cornwall, where he landed in 
23 March 1791. His early arrival later proved of great benefit, for 
in this period he established a network of acquaintances in English 
-
social, political and Catholic circles. Among these were the Marquis 
and Marchioness of Buckingham, Edmund Burke, Philip Metcalfe,
24 
two 
great Catholic families, the Arundells of Wardour a~d the Welds of 
Lulworth, Father Meynell and Dorothy S'ilburne. La Marche and his 
Catholic friends were the first to recognise the problems posed by 
the growing number of impoverished French clergy arriving in England 
in 1792. Father Meynell and Mrs Silburne took up a collection amongst , 
25 
their friends and raised four hundred guineas, which the trio 
23Kerbiriou, La 11.arche, PP· 342-7. 
24(
1733
_1818) M.P. for Plympton Erle. He was a wealthy distiller, a 
· d' f Si J shua Reynolds and was well-known in literary 
close frien o r O ' d h ld dmi i i 
circles. He supported Pitt's administration, r~ et ati: n :s~rat on 
seat. Namier and Brooke (eds)' History of Par amen ' ' P. • 
25 h 35 3-4 356-7 • Wilkinson, 'French €migris ' , 
Kerbiriou, La Marc e' PP• f the Clern iii p. 220. 
pp. 52-3; Barruel, HistorY O ' ' 
{ 
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used to _assist needy clergy. M Silb , 
rs ume s house became the centre 
from which their activities were conducted. In July La Marche began 
a register in which he recorded the names and dioceses of the clergy 
in London, noting those in need of assistance. By August he had 
gathered twelve hundred names, of whom four hundred were granted a 
·small 111eekly allowance. 26 
This early organisation was important for several reasons. 
First, it laid the foundations for later expansion by beginning the 
administrative procedur~s of registering the priests, judging their 
,., 
needs and establishing machinery for distributing funds. Secondly, 
La Marche assumed his role as the link between English fund-raising 
and the French operation of welfare services, and no one ever challenged 
his primacy as such. Thirdly, the house in Queen Street served as a 
reception-point in the capital to which clergy could be directed on 
or before their arrival there, a vital function, as most of the clergy 
were near-destitute and unable to speak English. Finu1. l". ', ,. very 
existence of the organisation meant that potential ben~ ~dc Lors could 
direct their donations to a place where ' they could be used immediately 
for the benefit of the refugees. 
When refugees flooded into south coastal areas in September 1792, 
some Englishmen responded immediately. Sussex gentry and holiday-dlakers fed, 
lodged and passed on to London the two hundred and fifty refugees, mainly 
27 
Norman priests, who arrived at Eastbourne in September. As the influx 
26Ibid., pp. 220-1; 
'French ,m1gr~s•, 
Plasse, Clerge Fran~ais, i, pp. 172-3; Wilkinson, 
P• 52; Kerbiriou, La Marche, P • 390 • 
27 Bayham and Thornton 
c. Lewis to King, 9 
to Dundas, 9 Sept. 1792, H.0.42/21, f. 472; 
Sept. 1792, ibid., f. 473. 
continued, Lord George Cavendish put tents in the park of the Eastbourne 
estate to house the new arrivals. 28 Lord Sheffield29 wrote from Sussex: 
I have been particularly occupied (I did not want extra 
work) in favour of the French clergy. About 1,200 have 
landed in this country. I have been useful • • • • On 
Sunday last, notice was given me that a small French vessel 
with emigrants, wom~n and children, were [sic] wrecked near 
Newhaven. I sent my Swiss servant to interpret and conduct 
them here. 30 
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At Brighton, the Prince of Wales and Mrs Fitzherbert graciously welcomed 
nearly forty nuns from Montargis, possibly the first nuns seen in England 
31 
since the Reformation. 
Purely individual efforts were not sufficient to assist the refugees 
pouring into the south coastal areas. Small local subscriptions to 
relieve the immediate problem in the locality were set on foot in a number 
of country centres, including Dover, Lewes, Bath, Bristol, Portsmouth and 
Winchester. 32 Broadly, the money raised could be used in two ways. First, the 
refugees could be sent out of the kingdom, thereby relieving the British 
28eampshire Chronicle 24 Sept. 1792. 
29John Holroyd-Baker, 1st Baron Sheffield (1735-182~), M.(P. 1fohr Bristol). 
11 ,nnrted Pitt created Earl of Sheffield Ir s peerage He usua y sup~- • 
in 1816. See D.N.B., ix, 1094-6. 
3OSheffield to Auckland, 3 Oct. 1792, Auckland, Journal and correspondence, 
ii, pp. 448-9. 
31 lass' D~, i, p. c. N.B. The section of the 
Entry und., W.D.A.' DoUg ination was probably written retrospectively 
diary with alphabetical pag t See also Wilkinson, 'French emigr~s•, p. 74. 
several years after the even· 
. 25 Sept. l792, B.M. Add. Ms 18591, f. 9; 32Fector a~ Minetto Wilmot, ca 20 Sept. 1792 , T.93/40, f. 359; J. Bowles 
unidentified news clipping, 93153 , f. 1291 Trigge to Hester, 14 Nov. 1792; to [Hester?], 3 Oct. 1792 ' T. Oct 1792 
ibid. , f. 548; Hampshire chronicle a . • 
of any responsibility for their future welfare. Secondly, the practical 
and immediate needs of the refugees could be met by the provision of 
accommodation, food, clothing and medical care, or the money with which 
to pay for them. 
At Dover a subscription was started for the explicit purpose 
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of shipping refugees out of England. Two shipowners assisted the project 
by offering free passages on their boats. 33 However, the first cover 
subscription was the only one which concentrated solely on sending the 
French out of the kingdom. 'lbe second Dover subscription was started by 
a local citizen who strongly criticised the tactics of the first. William 
• Brooksbank was first confronted with the refugees' plight while staying 
at his brother-in-law's house, on the Dover-Canterbury road. Here, he 
had frequent Occasion to see and lament the Distress 
of these unfortunate Men [the clergy], Some almost 
without Clothes, Many without Money, and not a few 
hiring themselves as Day labourers in the Hoppicking. 34 
He and his brother-in-law, Oliver Strang, went daily out onto the road 
• 35 Wh 
and distributed alms to those whose need seemed most pressing. en 
Brooksbank returned to Dover, he was horrified at the hardships that the 
first Dover plan had inflicted on some of the priests. With the help of 
two friends, two clergymen and Dover's principal apothecary, he turned his 
energies towards finding alternative means of assisting the refugees there. 
Accommodation was obviously a pressing need, so they tried to secure a 
On be"'"'g applied to, the local large room or barn, without success. .IJ• 
33 to Wilmot, 25 Sept. 1792, B.M. Add. Ms 18591, f. 9. Fector and Minet 
34w. Brooksbank to a. Watson, 10 Oct. 1792, T. 93/40, f. 104. 
35 Ibid. 
180 
publicans and landlords made it clear that they had already made enough 
concessions to the refugees and that they would give f 
no urther assistance. 
The would-be benefactors then held a conference with a nwnber of French 
Priests living in Dover. Tw d f o oyens o the clergy agreed to draw up a 
list of their fellows in Dover, dividing them into three categories: 
those who needed no assistance, those who had limited means, and those 
who had none at all. Bodriss, the apothecary, undertook to give his 
· 36 services to the refugees free of charge. Several features of Brooksbank's 
efforts in Dover are worth noting: the concentration on the clergy, the 
attempts to meet the immediate needs of shelter and medical care, the 
consultation and co-operation with the refugees themselves and the keeping 
of records. 
In Sussex, like Dover, the lead in organising relief was taken by a 
local resident who had witnessed the refugees' plight, and proffered 
them what personal assistance he could. Alarmed by murmurs in the district 
against the number of refugees and their possible effect on prices, Lord 
Sheffield 'promoted a Meeting for the purpose of combining the exertions 
of the counQ' in favour of these persecuted People' and quieting 'the 
37 prejudices & uneasiness of the ignorant in respect of them' • The meeting, 
held at Lewes, elected a committee composed of Lord Sheffield and members 
from Hastings, Eastbourne, Brighton and CUckfield Place. It had three main 
aims: first, to correspond with other parts of the county and the London 
committees, to protect and succour the refugees on arrival and to see to 
36Ibid., ff. 104-05. 
37 l 21 Sept. 1792, H.0.42/21, f. 581. Sheffield to [Dundas., 
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their safe conveyance to London and elsewhere; secondly, to ascertain 
the numbers of tbose landed, to show the absurdity of blaming them for 
current shortages and high prices; and thirdly, to organise and pranote a 
subscript~on for 'discharging the necessary expences in the County'.38 
As in Dover, attempts to help the refugees were the result of the 
problem becaning too large to be left to individual charity. The 
operation mounted in Sussex was on a larger scale, with a more formal 
association, and fund-raising as one of its aims. The committee saw a 
responsibility towards distressed refugees in the district, but envisaged 
that they would soon move out of the locality. Quieting any local unease 
at their presence was a further object, as local notables such as Lord 
Sheffield were natural guardians of public peace. 
Many refugees soon passed from these local areas to London, where 
friends or La Marche might give them practical help, and where two national 
subscription committees were trying to deal more comprehensively with the 
problem. The Dover and Sussex committees quickly got in touch with the 
national committees; the one in Dover offered to distribute any funds sent 
from London, while the Sussex one resolved to send any surplus funds to 
London. 39 Lord Sheffield became a member of both London committees. 
several aubscriptions were started in the capital, but only two of 
them operated on a national scale, those organised by Sir George Thanas and 
John Wilmot, napectively. A third, the Mansion House Committee, formed in 
38unidentifie4 news clipping, ca 20 Sept. 1792, T. 93/40, f. 359. 
39Ibid., Brooksbank to Watson, 10 Oct. 1792, ibid., f. 105. 
, 
• 
the .City under the auspices of the Lord Mayor, amalgamated with Wilmot's 
,, . 
Canmitte~ on 6 October, _bringing with ~t nearly £2,000 in subscriptions. 40 
s· G Wh" 41 ir eorge ite Thanas called meetings on 12 and 26 September 1792, 
to form a committee to aid all French refugees in need, whether laity or 
42 
clergy. One was formed on the latter date, with Lord Sheft'ield in the · 
chair. The committee included five members of parliament in Thomas, 
, 
Sheffield, Stanley and the evangelical brothers Samuel and Henry Thornton. 
Four members also joined Wilmot's 'Committee: Sheffie!~, Henry Thornton, 
Sir William Peppere1143 and John Julius Angerstein. 44 Few records of Thomas' 
Committee survive. Meetings were held every Wednesday at the Marine 
Society's Office in Bishopsgate Street. It advertised and published its 
subscription lists in the press, nominating Lloyd's Coffee-House and certain 
specified banks as places at which donations would be received. 45 The 
Committee was less successful than Wilmot's in raising funds. In the 
twelve months of its existence, it-raised about £11,000, of which £1,000 
had been donated by George III. 46 Whilst initially setting out to relieve 
40Minutes 1,. 5, 8, 17 Oct 1792,B.M. Add. Ms 18591, ff. 14, 18-23, 281 
Watson t9 Wilmot, 6 Oct. 1792, T., 93/52, f. 1301 Burke, Correspondence, 
vii, p. 235n. 
41 (? 17S0-1821)r lawyer, M.P. for Chichester 1784-1812. His family 
had west Indian connections: History of Parliament. iii. p. 631. 
42st James's chronicle 13 sept. 17921 The Times 12 Oct. 17921 Wilkinson, 
'French 6migrls', pp. 131, 134-5. · 
4388 was a barrister fran Massachusetts and was prominent ini t1
hhe Ameri
1
c~ 
1 in Britain see Mary Beth Norton, The Br ts -Amer cans: Loyalist c:o ony • · 1 74 162 186 305 il in England 1774-1789 (London, 9 ) ,PP• , , n. The Loyalist ex es _ 
44 (l ?JS-l823), merchant, Lloyd• s underwriter·, evangelical , philanthropist 
f t he arts: O.N.B., i, P• 416. and prominent patron o 
45The Tille• 12 oct. 1792. 
''a. Butler to Hughea, 5 Dec. 1799, T. 93/52, f. 267 • 
.. 
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both laity and clergy in England and Jersey, lack of funds forced it 
first to stop assisting any clergy, and then to abandon the laity in 
Jersey, before it failed altogether in September 1793. 47 
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Wilmot' s Committee was built on the organisation started by the 
Bishop of St Pol de Leon in mid-1792. When the Bishop's slender resources 
~ 
proved unable to cope with the flood of deported clergy in September, he 
turned to Edmund Burke and his friends for financial assistance, and 
Burke decided that a general subscription was needed if sufficient funds 
· 48 
were to be raised. With his usual energy, and the particular }lelp of 
. . 
Walker King and Philip Metcalfe, Burke set about the work of raising funds 
and fc;,rming a committee to manage affairs. As well as the many letters 
. 49 
that he wrote to his friends trying to interest them in the venture, 
Burke composed an address to the public, 'Case of the Suffering Clergy of 
France, Refugees in the British Dominions' , which was published in the 
50 press. The London Chronicle of· 13-15 September 1792 announced the 
47Kerbiriou, La Marche, pp. 404-05; Baston, Memoires, ii, p. 99. 
48surke to w. King, 7 Sept. 1792, Burke, Correspondence, vii, p. 198; 
Burke to R. Burke Jr, 9, 10 Sept. 1792·, ibid., p. 205. 
49see his correspondence for September in ibid. Members of tl,e Camnittee 
drawn in through the BurJte connection included Portland, Fitzwilliam, 
Angerstein, Rev.T. Burgess, Walker King, Metr.calfe, Colonel Ironside, 
or French Laurence and William Wilberforce. According to E.M. Wilkinson, 
Burke suggested to Wi~erforce that he should join t~e Committee
1
as a . 
counterstroke . to his being made a citizen of France: Wilkinson, French 
emigris•, p. 128. 
SOBurke,' correspondence, vii, P• . 219n; Charles Butler, Historical Memoirs 
of the English, Irish, and Scottish Catholics, since the Reformation 
4 vols, (3rd edn, London, 1822),iii, p. 325. 
. .. 
.· 
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forthcoming address, mentioned that a subscription for the clergy had 
. 
been opened, named four banks at which donations would be received, and 
gave notice that 'a Meeting f••-:·.ild be held, and a Committee appointed, for 
the purpose of superintending the distribution'. The Committee's skilful 
us~ of publicity was under way. Metcalfe recruited his fellow-politician 
John Eardley .wi lmot, who had decided independently that some plan to help 
the distressed French clergy was necessary. 51 Wilmot's zeal and industry 
quickly won Burke's admiration. 52 He was a man of known administrative 
ability, a lawyer, Master in Chancery, member of parliament for Coventry 
and a former parliamentary commissioner for enquiring into American 
Loyalist claims. 53 When the first meeting of the Committee was held at 
Freemasons' Tavern in Bloomsbury on 20 September 1792, Wilmot took the chair. 54 
He continued t~ preside over the Committee in its various forms until his 
resignation in 1806. 
After its amalgamaoion with the Mansion House Committee, the membership 
of the Committee · showed a variety of names drawn from England's social, 
commercial, religious, professional and political establishment. 
55 
The list 
was headed by the Duke of Portland, the Marquis of Buckingham, Earl Fitzwilliam 
51wilkinson, 'French emig~s•, P• 124. 
52surke to w. King, 16 sept. 1792, Burke, Correspondence, vii, p. 213. 
53 
See above, pp. 21-2 •. 
S4Minutea 20 Sept. 1792, B.M. Add. Ms 18591, f. 3 • . 
SSFor a printed . list of members, see ibid., f. 2 • 
and the Earl of Radnor, but .names of men active in business and community 
affairs were much more numerous. There were fourteen members of 
1 . 56 . par iament and twelve Anglican ministers, of whom two, ors Cooke and 
185 
Willes, were from oxford University. 57 Dr Richard Biocklesby and sir George 
Baker were prominent physicians, the latter being President of the Royal 
College of Physicians and one of the King's doctors. 58 Because of the 
amalgamation, prominent names from the City appeared on the list, 
including Lord Mayor Hopkins, Aldermen Combe and Skinner, Brook Watson, 
later Lord Mayor, Angerst'ein of Lloyd's and a number of bankers in 
Edward Forster, Samuel Bosanquet, Sir James Sanderson, Henry Thornton, 
Sir Richard Carr Glyn and Culling Smith. 59 At least six members were 
lawyers: Sir William Scntt, the Advocate-General, Dr French Laurence, Judge 
60 of the Cinque Ports; Charles Butler, soon to become the first practising 
Roman Catholic to be admitted to the English bar since 1688 ;61 William 
62 Baker; Sir William Pepperell and John Wilmot. 
56James Baillie, William Baker, Edmund Burke, Isaac Hawkins Browne, Robert Banks Jenkinson, Phillip Metcalfe, William Moreton Pitt, sir James Sanderson, Sir William Scott, Lord Sheffield, Henry Thornton, Brook Watson, William Wilberforce and John Eardley Wilmot. 
57The Bishops of Durham and London, and the Reverends Burgess, Cooke, Dampier, Gregory, Griffith, Jackson, King, Powlett, Sawbridge and Willes. 
SSJohn Brooke, King George III (St. Albans, 1974), P• 508. 
59Most of them allowed their banks to be used as reception points for donations. For a list of such depots, see The Times 15 Oct. 1792. 
60H.O.42/21, ff. 593-4. 
61autler (1750-1832) never practised as a barrister; his main business was 
conveyancing. He was a friend of Charles Fox, and shared his political 
views. He was very active in Catholic affairs, and a prolific writer on l _egal and religious subjects: D.N.B., iii, PP• 497-9. 
62Thanas William Bake~ (1743-1824) married into the Penn family, and acted for them in their application to the American LOyalist Claims Commission for losses sustained to property in America: w. Baker to F. Montagu, 3 May 1790, p. R. o. 30/8/111, ff. 52-3. Presumably this would have brought him into 
contact with Wilmot and Pepperell. 
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Angerstein and Sir Thomas Bernard were notable philanthropists, 
and Bernard, Wilberforce and William Moreton Pitt later founded the Society 
for Bettering the Condition and Increasing the Comforts of the Poor. 
Together with Angerstein, Thornton, and Pepperell,they were active in the 
1 . l 63 evange ica movement. As might be expected, people with strongly 
conservative political views were well-represented. Apart from Burke and 
his friends, a number of men active in the Loyalist Association movement 
of 1792-3 were also on the Committee: Lord Sheffield, Forster, Bosanquet, 
64 William Baker and John Bowles. Thus, although the politicians were 
drawn from both parties, no radicals from the Foxite group were members, 
although some were contributors. 
Many members lent their names to the Committee, but rarely, if 
ever, attended meetings. 65 The initial meeting aside, of the sixty-one 
members listed, only thirty'"".three attended any meetings. On the assumption 
that the men most active in the Committee's administrative affairs were 
those who attended the most meetings, a breakdown of attendances in the 
66 · period 24 September 1792 to 26 December 1793 may be useful: 
63Ford K. Brown, Fathers of the Victorians.: the age of Wilbei-forq~ 
(Cambridge, 1961) , PP• 87-9. 
64Austin Mitchell, • The Association Movement of 1792-3' , Historical Journal, 
iv, no. 1, 1961, pp. 59-621 Donald E. Ginter, 'The Loyalist Association 
Movement of 1792-3 and British public opinion', ibid., ix, no. 2,· 1966, 
pp. 181, 185-6. 
65This includes Buckingham and Sheffield, who actively assisted refugees 
outside the framework of the Committee. 
66There were seventy -nine meetings in the period. 
compiled fran the names listed in the minutes of 
B.M. Add. Ms 18591-2. 
The f_igures are 
each meeting; see 
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59 John Eardley Wilmot 
42 Sir William Pepperell 
40 Rev. Dr Walker King 
37 Dr Richard Brocklesby 
36 Philip Metcalfe 
27 Rev. Dr Gregory 
23 John Bowles 
18 Rev. G. Griffith 
16 Charles Butler 
16 Thomas Bernard 
16 Rev. Dr Jackson 
14 Sir George Baker 
13 Culling Smith Sr 
The five most active members were then Wilmot, Sir William Pepperell, 
Rev. Dr Walker King, Dr Brocklesby and Philip Metcalfe. Pepperell was a 
barrister, an evangelical and a _prominent American Loyalist. As a foundation 
member of the board of Loyalist agents and later its chairman, he had 
been engaged in supplying the information on which American Loyalist claims 
were decided by the board on which Wilmot had been a commissioner. The 
agents had worked closely with the commissioners. 67 Thus Wilmot and 
Pepperell were well known to each other, and had worked together on a task 
involving the adjudication of claims for compensation and pensions, 
gaining invaluable experience for the work of the refugee relief committee. 
Wilmo~ and Metcalfe generally supported Pitt in the Commons, and presumably 
had government connections. Walker King was Dean of Rochester and a 
brother of John King, the Under Secretary to the Home Office who later dealt 
with much of the business arising from the Alien Act of 1793. Richard 
Brocklesby was a lifelong friend o~ Burke's and a member of the governing 
body of Middlesex Hospital, which soon became the main centre for French 
68 
refugees in need of hospital care. One member who attended only nine meet~ngs 
67Norton, British-Americans, PP• 192-6. 
6SD.N.B., ii, pp. 1282-3; Wilkinson, 'French ,migr,s', P• 257. 
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in the period was nonetheless important in the committee's links with 
the ministry. 
Prime Minister 
Robert Banks Jenkinson, later second Earl of Liverpool 
of the UniCed Kingdom, was the son of Lord Hawkesbury, 
and 
then 
in Pitt's cabinet as President of the Board of Trade. Jenkinson himself 
was a 'coming man' in politics, and an associate of Pitt's, so business 
. 
requiring Pitt's attention was often transmitted through him. 69 The 
experience and personal contacts of these members proved invaluable in the 
administrative work of the Committee. 
III 
In dealing with the French refugee clergy, Wilmot's Committee faced 
two options: it could remove the clergy from Britain, or it could try to make 
their situation there more tolerable. Both methods were tried. The most 
successful scheme for removing the clergy was one for sending them to the 
Continent. The idea was suggested to both the government and Wilmot's 
Committee on 25 September 1792 by Fector and Minet, who were party to a 
70 similar scheme in Dover. On 26 September Wilmot's Committee resolved first 
,. 
to ask the Bishop of St Pol de Leon to encourage and assist any clergy who 
wanted to pass to Flande~s and Holland, and secondly, to apply to the. 
government for free passages on the Post Office packet-boats for them. 
69see, for example, Minutes 27 May, 19 Aug., 28 Nov. 1793, B.M. Add. Ms. 
18591, ff. 109, 115-6, 132. For Jenkinson, see D.N.B., x, PP• 748-52. 
70reotor and Minetto Pitt, 25 Sept. 1792, s.o.42/21, f. 6381 Fector and 
Minetto Wilmot, 25 Sept. 1792, B.M. Add. Ms 18591, f. 9. Also, see 
above, p. 179. Fector and Minet owned a merchant and banking firm with 
shipping interests. Nepean used the firm in the winter of 1792-3 as an 
agent to hire captains of cutters to gather intelligence, and the firm 
purchased small foreign craft, secretly on behalf of the govemment, to 
prevent their future use against England: Nelson, Home Office, pp. 81-2. 
189 
The government: gave its immediate consent, and La Marche directed the 
arrangements thereafter. 71 Figures given in the Committe~ • s monthly accounts 
indicate that over 550 cl~rgy had been sent abroad by the end of 1793, at 
a cost of about .£1,075 to the Conunittee. This suggests that departing 
clergy were given a small sum to help them on their way. 72 
The Connnittee also considered schemes for settling the clergy abroad .• 
The obvious pla~e of settlement was Canada, where they would be welcaned 
by the French Canadian ecclesiastical authorities. Both Thomas' Committee 
and Wilmot's Committee approached the government with schemes for settling 
l:'etugees in Canada, but the former' s plan came to nothing. The Wilmot 
group's plan fared little better. In December the Committee despatched to 
Canada a mission of four priests as a trial project.73 After an initial 
warm welcome in Canada, enthusiasm for the project cooled there, and the 
priests in England proved reluctant to venture so far afield, so the 
scheme lost impetus. In the event, only forty-three priests had gone to 
74 Canada by 1802. 
The major part of the Committee's activities was necessarily centred 
on relieving the needs of those French ecclesiastics who remained in England 
7¾u.nutes 9, 10 Sept. 1792, ibid., ff. 9-10. 
72Minutes 29 Oct. 1792, 11 Jan., 5 April, 10 May, 17 June, 12 Aug., 
23 sept., 7 Nov. 1793, B.M. Add.Ms 18591, ff. 36, 65-6, 90, 103, 
110, 114, 124, 128. 
73Minutes 10 , 14 Dec. 1792, B.M. Add. Ms 1~591, ff. S~Ab, bs~.P JThiLs m08issjiodn. is described in detail by M.G. Hutt in his article e • • • s ar ins 
h f the Settlement of French priests in Canada, 1792-1802', and the sc eme or 4 
Canadian Historical :Review, xxxix, no.2, vune 1958, pp. 93-12 • 
74n,1d., pp. 116, 121-2. 
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and Jersey. Judging by subsequent developments, the Committee thought 
its basic concerns to be the subsist.e nee, accommodation, clothing, medical 
care and burial of refugee clergy. Its main responses to these needs took 
the form of the payment of allowances to destitute refugees and the_ 
provision of various welfare services. To sum up, it might fairly be said 
that the four matters which absorb~d the Conunittee's administrative energies 
were fund-raising, decisions on eligibility, the distribution of allowances 
and the provision of welfare services. Certainly these were the areas 
which most necessitated policy decisions and the keeping of records and 
accounts. 
Subscriptions had been directed to four banks even before the 
Committee had been formally constituted, and one of the Committee's first 
tasks was to extend and formalise the collection of funds. Accordingly, 
it persuaded additional bankers to receive donations, and by 15 October 
was able to advertise a list of twenty-six banks, together with Lloyd's, 
as receiving depots in London. 75 In its advertisements the Committee 
requested managers of any local subscriptions in the country to send the 
76 
funds and lists of subscribers to one of these banks. 
To persuade the public to subscribe to the relief fund, the Committee 
had to keep prospective subscribers informed of developments, and convince 
them that the cause was worthy, that the recipients were deserving and 
grateful, that the funds were managed economically and efficiently and that 
the subscribers were praiseworthy benefactors. Advertising in the press 
75Minutes 26 Sept., 8 Oct. 1792, B.M. Add. Ms 18591, ff. 10, 23-4; 
The Times 15 Oct. 1792. 
76:U,id.; Minutes 29 sept. 1792, B.M. Add. Ms 18591, f. 12. 
~ 
~l 
was the backbone of the Committee's publicity, and the publication of 
subscription lists the key component of the advertisements. The i~clusion 
of a subscriber's name proved that the donation had been received, made 
public the beneficence of the donor, and allowed some the pleasure of seeing 
their names in distinguished company. The publication of the lists was 
obviously important, as the Committee received several complaints that 
names had been omitted. 77 The advertisements were also used to publicise 
various of the resolutions passed at committee meetings. 78 
The cause of the French refugees, both laity and clergy, was aided 
by newspaper articles dwelling on their plight, the justice of their cause 
and their gratitude or deserving nature. For example, it was useful when 
the French clergy were commended both for refunding allowances when 
circumstances permitted, and for voluntarily allocating a portion of 
their allowance to assist those French laity brought to the edge of starvation 
by the cessation of lay relief late in 1793.79 But Wilmot's Committee was 
not content to rely on sue~ general and haphazard publicity, and took the 
initiative in publicising the refugee's plight and the Committee's work on 
their behalf. It resolved to publish in the press information on the number 
~ 
77sir a.c. Glyn & co. to [Hester], 26 Oct. 1792, T.93/52, f. 161; Sir James 
Sanderson to committee at Freemasons~ Tavern, 6 Nov. 1792, ibid., f. 21J 
Lord · Cremome to canmittee at. Freemasons' Tavern, 8 Nov. 1792, ibid., f. 23; 
Rev. J. Gardiner to Hester, 22 Nov. 1792, ibid., f. 33. 
78Such advertisements were a common form of publicity, and Thomas' Camnittee 
also used them. Advertisements for the two committees can be seen side 
by side in The Times 12 Oct. 1792. 
79Ibia., 16 Oct. 1792, 14 Oct., 1793. For examples of general publicity 
see ibid., 19 Sept. 1792, 28 Feb., 23 May, 8 July 1793. 
192 
of refugee clergy in Britain, and the assistance given to them, 80 to 
print copies of receipts and expenditure and circulate them to members 
of the Committee and members of parliament, 81 and to publish in the press 
selected resolutions and statements of accounts. 82 The Committee also 
arranged for the printing of a general list of subscribers and a list 
. . 
of the Committee members. 83 
84 When Thomas Bowdler sent the Earl of Bathurst a favourable account 
of a visit to the King's House at Winchester, where a colony of refugee 
clergy had been set up, 85 the Committee arranged to have the Jetter 
published in the newspapers, and decided to print seven hundr, opies of it, 
along with its own address to the public and a letter to the Committee 
from Abbe Martin, 86 the head of the Winchester community. 87 Bowdler's letter 
SOMinutes 28 Sept. 1792, 12 April 1793, B.M. Add. Ms 18591, ff. 11-12, 93-4. 
81Minutes 14, 21 Jan. 1793, ibid., ff. 67, 69. 
82Minutes 27 March, 12 April, 6 May 1793, ibid., ff. 86, 93-4, 100. 
83Minutes 1 Oct. 1792, ibid., f. 15; ibid., f. 2. 
84 (1754-1825), M.D. Edinburgh 1776, wrote on politics, best-known for his 
expurgated version of Shakespeare, published in 1818: D.N.B., ii, pp~ 952-4. 
85see belo~, p. 210 et seq. 
86Noel-Paul Martin, born at sequeville-en-Bessin (diocese of Bayeux) in 
17 45. In 1767 he entered the congregation of Eudi~tes. When the Revolution 
broke out he was the superior at the. grande seminaire de Li$ieux: Burke, 
Correspondence, v:ti, p. 395. 
87M:l.nutes lO, 25 Feb. 1793, B.M. Add. Ms 18591, ff. 74, 80. A copy of 
Bowdler's letter appeared in The Times 19 Feb. 1793 • 
• 
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stressed th,_ very points that it wanted known: its own economy and good 
management, and th~ grateful, deserving recipients who would suffer if future 
support were not forthcaning. Also featured in its advertisements were 
extracts from a sermon to the House of Lords, and from Hannah More•s88 
'Address to the Ladies of Great Britain'; both commended the French clergy 
to Christian charity, as being martyrs to their religious conscience. 89 
The gratitude of the French clergy for the reception accorded them 
in England was further emphasised by a pamphlet written by the Bishop 
of St Pol de ~eon in 1793 and published in both English and French. 90 
It took the form of an address to the refugee F~ench clergy in England, and 
served both as an exhortation to good conduct on their part, and as an 
exercise in public relations. He urged the clergy to reassure their 
benefactors by their conduct: 
More faithful than ever in our duty towards God, let us 
convince this generous nation, that we think ourselves 
strictly bound to respect and to observe its laws; that 
a constitution to which England owes a long series of 
prosperity, is entitled to our fidelity and submission. 91 
88 (1745-1843), a prolific writer of moral and religious tracts, who moved in 
literary and evangelical circles. In 1792 she wrote an anti-Revolutionary 
tract called 'Village Politics', which enjoyed a moderate success. She 
involved herself in the education of the poor, for the. good of their souls 
and the preservation of their station in life. For· a comment on her 
activities in Mendip see J .L. and Barbara Hammond, The Town Labourer 
(1760-1832) 2 vols (2nd edn, London, 1949), ii, PP• 55-60. See also D.N.B., 
xiii, pp. 861-7. 
89~.inutes 1 March, 12 April 1793, B.M. Adrl. Ms 185~1, ff. 81, 93. 
901 have used the English version: John Francis de La Marche, Letter of the Right Reverend · John Francis de La Marche, Bishop of Leon, Addressed to 
the French clergymen Refugees in England trans. from the French (London, 1793). 
91 D,id., pp. 14-15. 
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La Marche well knew that it was vital that the French priests should refrain 
from proselytising while in England, and made this clear to refugees and 
hosts alike. 
While much of its funds came from London, Wilmot's Committee was 
successful in its bid to attract subscriptions from outside the capital 
and received sums raised in at least ~wenty towns, 92 as well as many 
individual donations. E.M. Wilkinson has examined the subscription lists 
in some detail, paying special attention to the contributions made by the 
universities, the Anqlican clergy, members of parliament and children~ 93 
Individual donations varied from names great in the land such as Earl 
Fitzwilliam, Henry Dundas and the Archbishop of Canterbury, . each giving 
£100, to the 2/Sd donated by 'John Walford Esq: . being all that remains of 
d r the 3500 Verdict Money Rec. of Thomas N. Cooke Esq. for Crim. Con. with 
94 Sophia w. • It is interesting to note, as E .M. Wilkinson points out, 
that many of the first contributors were Roman Catholics: she calls the 
'• 
public appearance of their names 'a novel and significant phenomenon', 
i . ubl" 95 as was their joint participation w th Protestants in a p ic venture. 
92An undated list is given in T.93/2S, pp. 1-29. These are distinct frart 
individual subscribers living in the country. Bath, Winchester, 
Portsmouth and Norwich sent in group subscriptions several times. 
The largest swn entered is £ 410.18. Ji from Dublin. The list is 
certainly incomplete, as places such as Bristol and Dover are omitted. 
93Wilkinacn, 'French ,migr,s', pp. 140-51. The master list of subscriptions 
for the relief of the French clergy from 8 Aug. 1792 to 29 July 1795 . 
is in T.93/8, ff. 1-89. See also Bellenger, 'French ecclesiastical exiles', 
PP• 39-41. 
941ncr, 18 Oct. 1792 in 1.bid. 
95wilkiuon, 'French im1gr.Ss' , P • 141. 
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The monthly totals of the subscription lists tell much of the 
financial story of Wilmot's Committee. over £12,000 was raised in the 
two months to 31 October 1792, when the impact of the emigration on public 
consciousness was greatest. Income dropped in the winter months, then 
rose to £3,528 and £3,160.15.6 in March and April respectively. At the 
end of April 1793, the progressive total of subscriptions stood at 
£23,567.11.10. But by December it had increased to only £26,050.13.2. 
Approximately £2,500 had been raised in a period of eight months, a figure 
which included £600 raised by a Ladies'Committee, organised by Mrs Crewe, 
the Whig hostess. 96 Obviously the subscription lists had lost impetus 
as a means of raising funds. This happened even earlier with Thomas' 
97 Committee, which was struggling to keep going by March 1793. For Wilmot's 
Committee, the end of April was a critical time. The balance in hand on 
l May was £ l, 163 . 7. 0, and the cost of supporting 3,107 French clergy for 
the month of April had been £4,520.10.s. 98 Fortunately for the refu9ees, 
the Committee had already set in motion a further scheme for raising funds: 
a collection in the Anglican parishes. 
The method of raising funds under a church brief was not new, but 
merely little used in the period. It had been more common a ce,1tury earlier, 
and in fact the Huguenot refugees had then been assisted by just such a 
96see below, pp. 19 8-9 • 
97The Tur.es 20, 25 March 1793. George III came to the rescue of Thomas' 
committee in this month, with an unpublicised donation of £1,000: 
George III to Pitt, 18 March 1793, P.R.O.30/8/103, f. 486. 
98Minutes '10 May 1793, B.M. Add. Ms 18591, £. 103. 
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collection.
99 
The remarkable feature of the 1793 collection was that it 
was taken by ~glican clerics on behalf of their French Roman Catholic 
counterparts. Moreover, the initiative came from several Anglican 
clergymen, who suggested to Wilmot that a collection for the priests coulJ 
be taken 'after the Sermon to be preached on the Approaching Feast day 
100 
the 19th April next'. On 22 March 1793, the Committee decided to submit 
the idea to the Anglican hierarchy and to William Pitt, and to suggest 
a similar collection to the pastors and ministers of Dissenting 
t . 101 A f d • oongrega ions. ew ays later the affair took on even more of an 
ecumenical hue when the Committee resolved 
t --That the Bishop of s. Pol de Leon be requested to 
concert with the Abb~ Beauregard to fix on some day 
for preaching a Sermon in one of the Catholic Chapels 
and to make a Collection afterwards for the Relief of 
the French Clergy. 102 
' Pitt willingly gave his cQnsent to the scheme. The Anglican bishops 
agreed, with the proviso that the King's sanction should first be obtained. 103 
George III did approve, and the collection was eventually taken under the 
104 
authority of the 'King's Letter' of 17 April 1793. Dr John Douglass, the 
99william A. Shaw, 'The English government and the relief of Protestant 
refugees•~ English Historical Review, ix, no. 36, Oct. 1894, pp. 662-6. 
lOOMinutes 22 March 1793, B.M. Add. Ms 18591, f. as. 
lOllbid. 
102.u.nutes 27 March 1793, ibid., f. 86. 
103lbid., Minutes 5 April 1793, ibid., f. 89. 
' h ~ i ~ I 104Minutes 12 April 1793, ibid., f. 92; Wilkinson, Fre~c e~ gres , f· 
A full discussion of the collection. taken under the Kings Letter, 
the attitudes of the Anglican clergy and parishio~ers towa:ds it, is 
given in Bellenger, 'French ecclesiastical exiles, PP• 45 54. 
335.· 
and 
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Roman Catholic Vicar Apostolic of London, endorsed the Roman catholic 
collection, set on 29 April, and asked the Vicar Apostolic of the northern 
district to organise collections there. 105 
The collection in the parishes was a financial windfall for the 
Committee, and surpassed the total amount raised by subscriptions. By 
1 November 1793 , it was reported, the sum raised stood at £ 40, 012. s. llj • 106 
Presumably this referred only to funds collected in the Anglican churches, 
and sums raised in Dissenting and Roman Catholic congregations were entered 
in the subscription lists. The lists for April and May ·1793 include many 
collections from such congregations, and a distinction is made between 
subscriptions, and collections in the pa~ishes·, in the Committee's accounts. 107 
It is difficult to provide accurate figures for ·the Committee's finances. 
I have based the monthly totals above on a computation of the subscription 
lists, but these are often less than the sums listed under 'receipts' in 
the accounts entered in the minutes. The total of the subscription lists 
• t: S 108 . . h. . to July 1795 is ~26,901.6. • Later, in is memoirs, 
109 
the total of subscriptions raised at £33,775.15.9i. 
Charles Butler put 
This may include 
the further subscriptions from a drive in 1796, although he implies otherwise. 
110 
Butler set the total of the ·parish collection at £41,304.12.Gl. Perhaps 
it would be fair to say that the Committee raised approximately£ 70,000 from 
all sou'rces in the period to December 1793, when responsibility for funding 
passed to the government. 
105 ~ 1· 29 30 Baston, Memoires, 1, PP• - • 
106Minutes 24 Oct. 1793, B.M. Add. Ms 18591, f. 12.S. 
1078ee T. 9318 passim, and the summary of receipts from subscriptions and 
collections, 19 Feb •. 1801, T.93/50, f. 540. 
lOST.93/8, f. 89. 
I 
109Butle~, Historical Memoirs, iii, .P• 325 • 
• 
llO?bid. 
, .
. 
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One contribution to the fund deserves special mention: the £600 
donation from the 'Ladies'Committee', late in 1793. The committee was formed 
on the initiative of Mrs John Crewe. 111 Having seen at Eastbourne 
'a great nwnber' of French clergy 'suffering all the evils of banishment 
and beggary with silent resignation', she evolved a plan to raise funds to 
assist them. She enlisted the aid of Dr Charles Burney. 112 Hu acted as 
secretary to the Ladies'Committee when it was formed, while 'The Marchioness 
of Buckingham was nominated chief, at the desire of Mrs crewe•. 113 The 
co-operation of these two women, the former the Roman Catholic wife of a 
prominent supporter of the government, and the latter the wife of a 
Whig politician and herself a fervent Whig, is a further 
illustration of the way in which the cause of the French refugees overrode 
barriers of religion and politics. 114 Mrs Crewe was anxious that the plan 
should obtain the sanction of Wilmot's Committee, so Dr Burney approached 
his friend Windham, who then wrote to Wilmot respecting the scheme, 
while leaving Dr Burney to carry out the actual negotiations with Wilmot. 
111a. 1818. Born Frances Ann Greville, Married John , later Lord, Crewe. 
She was a famous Whig hostess, and close friend of Burke, Fox and 
Sheridan: D.N.B., v, p. 84. She continued to take an interest in imigri 
affairs and freely offered her services and advice on their behalf. 
112 (1726-1814), musician, autbor and prominent member of London literary 
circles. He was the father of Fanny Burney, and a close friend of 
Dr Johnson, Sir Joshua Reynolds and Edmund Burke: see D.N.B. iii, 
pp. 415-18. 
113Frances d'Arblay, Memoirs of Doctor Burney 3 vols (tendon, 1832), iii, 
p. 185. 
114A list of some members of the Committee is given in d'Arblay, Diary and 
L t P 227 ~-ong the names are Lady Spencer, Lady Camelford et ers , v, . • -" . (Lord Grenville's mother-in-law), Lady c. Douglas (wife of Sylvester 
1 t Lord Glenbervie) , Miss Trimmer and Lady Pelham (wife of Douglas, a er ddi ) ah M lh 1 ter Home secretary under Henry A ngton. Hann ore 
Lord Pei edam,t aj in but declined on the grounds of ill-health, although 
was inv t o o , 
commending the plan: ibid. 
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The latter gained the backing of his committee for the project. The 
original intention of the scheme was to supplement the allowances of the 
clergy, but in the end the money was paid into the. general subscription fund. 
The plan was based on the chain-letter principle: a committee of ten ladies 
would each ask another ten ladies to gather two hundred subscriptions of 
115 
up to one guinea each. Theoretically, this would raise up to 20,000 
guineas. The £600 actually raised fell far short of that. Fanny d'Arblay, 
116 
who wrote a pamphlet in support of the appeal, had an explanation 
for the relative failure of the scheme: 
The world is so full of claims, and of claimants for 
whatever has money for its object, that the benign 
purpose of these ladies was soon inoffensively thwarted 
from misapprehension, envy, or ill-will, that sought to 
excite in its disfavour the prejudices ever ready, of John 
Bull against foreigners, till his justice is enlightened 
by an appeal to his generosity. 117 
This suggests that prejudice may have inhibited donations; not mentioned, 
but probably of greater importance, was that one hundred ladies belonging 
to interlocking circles of acquaintanceship would have found it difficult 
to tap 20,000 potential donors between them, particularly as they proposed 
to concentrate on female donors. 
The bulk of the money raised by Wilrnot's Committee was spent in paying 
monthly allowances to the clergy. An examination of the Committee's 
115surke, forrespondence, vii, p. 421n. 
ll6Brief Reflections Relative to the Emigrant Frene~ Clerw: earne~tlr 
submitted to the humane consideration of the ladies of Great Britain 
(London, 1793). 
117d 1Arblay, Doctor Burney, iii, P• 185• 
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accounts for the period 29 October 1792 to 1 November 1793 shows this 
quite clearly: fs6,982-0-7 k was 'd · pai in allowances, from a total 
expenditure of £61,829-7-81 .118 
following: 
A breakdown of expenditure shows the 
Relief allowances: 
London 
Winchester & Forton 
Jersey 
Other places 
To send abroad: 
Clothing: 
Medical & Funeral: 
Administration: 
Miscellaneous: 
Total expenditure 
£26,381-13-3 
9,992- 7-0i 
13,476- 6-0 
7,131-14- 4 £56,982- o- 7¼ 
698-14- 2 
1,833-17- 3¼ 
1,033- 4-ll t 
1,069- 7-10 
203- 2-10 
£61,820- 7- 8t 
The Committee's financial difficulties were exacerbated when the 
numbers granted assistance increased by one-third during the twelve 
months to December 1793: 119 
118The accounts are given in Minutes 11 Jan., 5 April, 10 May, 17 June, 
12 Aug., 23 Sept., 7 Nov. 1793, B.M. Add. Ms 18591, ff. 65-6, 90, 
103, 110, 114, 124, 128. The figures given are based on adding together 
the amounts given under each category in the accounts, then adding 
these sub-totals to obtain the total expenditure. The figure obtained 
by this method is £143-1-0 less than that obtained by adding the 
Camnittee's own estimated totals of monthly expenditure. 
119The figures for the country and Jersey in December 1792 are stated as 
estimates only, and all figures for March 1793 are probably estimates, 
although not identified as such. The figure of 409 for 'other places' 
in June 1793 is my estimate, based on the allocation of money. 
For the relevant accounts see Minutes 11 Jan., 5 April, 12 Aug., 23 Sept. 
1793, ibid., ff. 65-6, 90, 114, 124; Minutes 9 Jan. 1794, B.M. 
Add. Ms 18592, f. 20. 
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Month: London: Winchester Jersey: Other Places: Total: and Forton: 
Dec. 1792 901 
Mar. 1793 1200 
June " 1343 
Sept. " 1316 
Dec. " 1280 
231 900 800 2832 800 800 300 3100 652 1014 409 3418 652 1014 452 • 3434 680 1600 452 4012 
The drop in country numbers was due to 
the transfer of clergy from there to 
Forton Hospital and Winchester, 120 the movement f o clergy from country 
areas to London following the proclamation of 4 February 17931121 and 
departures abroad. The rise in Jersey numbers is probably due to the fact 
that the clergy who settled there had brought little with them, and when 
their resources were expended, lack of employment opportunities left them 
little recourse but the relief f\lll4. The total increase in numbers, in 
place of the expected decrease, hastened the exhaustion of the Committee's 
funds. 
When the Committee first discussed the proposed structure of the 
relief organisation, it asked La Marche to continue his relief work 'in the same 
manner he has hitherto', but to render accounts to the Committee. 122 
In effect, the Committee added itself to La Marche's existing_organisation, and 
made itself paymaster, policy-maker and final arbitrator. La Marche continued 
to organise the distribution, to keep a record of expenditure and to be 
responsibld for the investigation of the identity and circumstances of 
applicants for relief. With these tasks to accomplish, and the necessity 
to keep in close touch with the Committee, he became the key J ink between 
these two levels of administration. He held the same administrative position 
120After March, the figures represent Winchester only, as Forton Hospital 
was closed to the refugees. 
121 See above, 
122Minutea 24 sept. 1792, e.M. Add. Ms 18591 , f. 6 • 
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vis a vis Thomas' Committee in questions concerning the relief of the 
clergy, was active in all matt~rs pertaining to the French clergy in England 
and Jersey, and took an inte~est in the affairs of the French laity. Little 
wonder, then, that he soon be~ame the most important and influential 
member of the French community in Britain. 
The funds, once collected, were deposited with the Committee's 
bank, Messrs Wright and Co., Henrietta Street, Covent Garden. There were 
two accounts: one general one, and one in the name of La Marche to whicn funds 
could be transferred from the general account to meet those· disbursements 
which were his responsibility. 123 La Marche ran the distribution from 
Mrs Silburne's house in Bloomsbury, with the aid of Abbe Mesle de Grandclos 
'lb 124 and Mrs Si urne. Allowances were paid monthly, and clerics who lived 
in London usually collected theirs in person. As local charitable resources 
in the country areas were e~hausted or turned over to Wilmot's Committee, 125 
small groups of French clergy there came under La Marche' s control. He sent money 
. 126 
to a local agent, sometimes an interested Englishman, or more often, a 
French cleric. 127 The mode of transmitting the funds is not entirely clear. 
123Minutes 28 Sept. 1792, ibid., f. 12. 
124 ~ i 21 Baston, Memo res, ii, P• • 
125See, for example: sneyd to (Wilmot], 27 Sept. 1792, _T.93/40, f. 3641 
J. Combs to Wilmot, 22 Nov. 1792, ibid,. , f. l 1 W. Dighton to Hester, 
5 Nov. 1792, T~93/52, f. 19. 
126 fl~lph Sneyd for Lewes and Eastbourne and William For example, Rev. nv. 
Poole for Exet~r. see T.93/40, ff. 167-83, 369. 
127 d 1 fosse Bellacour, cur, de Fontanelle (Guildford), For example, M. d: s: Vallery (TUnbridge Wells); M. Bigorne, cur, de B6lon 
M. Dubrun, cur6 iencourt (Lenham)' M. Postel and J. Cooke ., prttre 
and _M. Simon, cur6 de B ) M. Lambert (Dover) 1 and M. Regnault; c:U'ld 
Dr de SorboMe (Canterbury 1 93140 ff 5_8 67-166, 413, 483-61 
• ~ d (F rnham) See T • ' • ' M. Gaillar a : 144 ff 6_14 , T.93/45, ff. 265-9. T.93/41, ff. S-61 T.9l ' . • 
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La 1".arcbe apparently sent drafts on Wright's bank, probably to local banks, for 
the agents to draw on. In at least one case, however, a local intermediary 
was used. At Lanham, ·in Kent, the money remitted from London passed through 
the hands of Lady Dering. The local agent, Abbe Simon, wrote to the Bishop, 
'Je viens de recevoir de Mylady Dering les vingt six guineas que M: Wright 
a remis a M: hammerly son Banquier•. 128 
E~igibility for assistance from the Committee was determined on two 
basi~ grounds: bei:ng certified as a French ecclesiastic of good standing, 
and having less than one guinea in financial resources. Proof of identity 
was required, in the form of a certificate from the bishop or 
vica~eneral of the applicant's diocese. If this were. not possible, one 
from any vicar-general, or an ecclesiastic already known to the Committee, 
would do. An applicant would receive his first allowance a week after he 
1 ff · 129 An t 1 · t had pres~nted his certificate to the centra o ice. y coun ry app ican 
was told to write to La Marche in Bloomsbury, 
specifying his late Situation in France and the diocese 
to which he belonged and that the Bishop having made 
Enquiry sufficient to satisfy him that the Ecclesiastick 
so applying is a proper Object of this Subscription will 
be authorized by the Committee to administer the 
necessary Relief. 130 
Before he could receive relief, he had to have a certificate ' legalise et 
mis en rlgle' by Abbi de Grandclos in London, and the local agent had to 
l28Abb' Simon to La Marche, 6 Dec. 1793, T.93/44, f. 14. 
La Marche, 24 July 1793, ibid., f. 7. 
See also Simon to 
129 , i ii 21 Baston, Memo res, , P • • 
13OMinutes 17 Oct. 1792, B.M. Add. Ms 18591, f. 28. 
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i i 131 · receive perm 88 on from La Marche to admit the cleric to relief. Questions 
of current circwnstances and behaviour might be referred to the local 
agent. Dr Cooke said of one priest: 'a l'egard de M. le Maigre, il m'est 
revenu qu'il est mauvais sujet et veritable imposteur, il parle, dit-on, 
de se faire Protestant•. 132 The rule requiring resources to be expended 
before relief could be applied for, undoubtedly caused hardship. At least 
one priest gave this as a reason for leaving Britain. He still possessed 
twenty-five guineas, and thought that the money would last longer in 
133 another country. 
One group of French ecclesiastical refugees posed special problems of 
eligibility: the group of nearly forty nuns from Montargis. Dr Douglass 
interested himself on their behalf, and obtained Dundas' permission for 
134 Wh th' 1 them to move from London to Bodney Hall in Norfolk. en is pan was 
first mooted, La Marche persuaded the Committee to donate fifty guineas towards 
the cost of their establishment, and he asked Thomas' Committee to do the 
135 
same. There the matter rested until September 1793, when he procured 
131J. Cooke to (La Marchel, 10 Nov. 1793, T.93/40, f. 8. 
1321bid. 
133saston, Mfuno~res, P• 55. 
l3'Entry und., w.D.A., Douglass' Diary; i, ~p. c-d. 
l35Minutes 24 Dec. 1792, B.M. Add. Ms 18591, f. 58. 
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a further twenty guineas for the nuns from Wilmot's Committee, upon the 
understanding that no further aid would be forthcoming. 136 However, when 
the prioress, Madame de Levis de Mirepoix, later requested an allowance 
of £35 per month for the community, to supplement their earnings from 
teaching, the Committee complied. 137 Although the Committee obviously 
thought that the nuns did not fit its brief, there was no organisation 
more competent to deal with their problems, and the Committee chose not to 
stand aside when appealed to for help. 
Deciding on the level of allowances to successful applicants proved 
difficult. As Burke later said: 'What is enough? It is a word of large 
138 import with ~egard to ourselves, very limited to others'. He entered 
freely into the controversy. Originally, the allowance had been fixed at 
139 f i half a guinea a week. Burke argued that this was insu f cient, in view of 
the misery of many of the clergy, who were inadequately clothed and lived 
in cramped lodgings: 
There are I believe, some hundreds who have not a second 
shirt. I am well informed, that some of them lie stark 
naked abed for a whole day whilst their shirts are at 
wash. Few indeed have a Bed to themselves; but lie, almost 
always two, sometimes three in a bed, and that too in the 
small miserable beds, which are in the small Chambers of our 
poorer houses in London. 140 
136Minutes 2, 23 sept. 1793, ibid., ff. 120, 123. 
137 ib.d f 128 The nuns were then at Diss, in Norfolk. Minutes 7 Nov. 1793, 1 ., • • 
1388urke to Mrs J. Crewe, ca 15 Sept. 1793, Burke, Correspondence, vii, p. 425. 
139Burke to Earl Fitzwilliam, 5 oct. 179:2, ibid., p. 229; Minutes 
28 Sept. 1792, B.M. Add. Ms 18591, f. 12. 
140 t 179., Burke correspondence, vii, p. 230. Burke to Fitzwilliam, 5 oc • ,. , , ~;;.;;,__. ____ _ 
206 
Because of the prohibition on wearing ecclesiastical garb in France, their 
clothing was motley, and made them an object of ridicule in the English 
streets. Burke proposed that the allowance should be at least sixteen 
shillings, and th.at each priest should on r _equest be given two new shirts.141 
By this time, however, the Committee had concurred with hi~ earlier suggestion 
to Wilmot that the matter should be left to the discretion \f La Marche. 142 The 
Bishop brought matters back to the beginning by setting the allowance at 
two guineas per month. This continued until August 1793, when the rising 
costs of relief forced the Committee first to try to extend the period of 
the allowance to six weeks, and then to settle on two guineas per five weeks. 143 
144 The distribution of clothing was in Mrs Silburne's charge. 
She was helped in her task by several pri~sts, and was rigorous in allotting 
clothing on the basis of need. Abbe Baston wrote in his memoirs that 
clothing from the Committee was often obtained at a humiliating price: 
Il semble qu I un ecclesiastique, con traint par la misere 
d'articuler, en presence de quatre ou cinq personnes, qu'il 
a besoin d'une culotte (il faut qu'on me pardonne d'avoir nomme 
cette piece de garde-robe) aurait du etre cru sur parole. 
Mais non• un taileur designe ad hoc inspectait l'etat de la culotte 
I I i I •1 en exercise. Il ne suffisait pas den en avo r qu une, 1 
etait necessaire qu'elle fut mauvaise. 145 
141Ibid., PP• 230-31. 
142Burke to Wilmot, 2 Oct. 1792, ibid., pp. 225-71 Wilmot to Burke, 
6 Oct. 1792, ibid., p. 234; Burke to Wilmot, 6 Oct. 1792, B.M. 
Add. Ms 9828, ff. 149-50. . 
143Minutes 12, 19 Aug. 1793, ibid., ff. 113-14, 116. 
144Minutes 26 oct. 1792, ibia., f. 34• 
145saston, Memoires, ii, P• 22 • 
He attributed this exactitude to the fault of over-zealous underlings. 
on 28 September 1792, the Committee resolved 'That, the Bish~p of 
sr Pol de Leo~ be desired to procure .Medicines Advice and Assistance to be 
administered to such of the Clergy as may .be in want and to pay for the 
, 146 hi 
same. T s was the first step in the establishment of a medical 
service which came to assume a scope and complexity scarcely envisaged 
·, 
by its founders. The Committee did not leave all the work to La Marche. It 
resolved to ask the governors of the public dispensaries in and around 
London to extend their services to any French clergy within their district 
who were in need of assistance. 147 Favourable responses were received from 
the Eastern , Surrey and Lincoln's Inn Dispensaries, and_J;he Finsbury and 
148 Westminster Dispensaries agreed to consider the proposal. The later 
sequence of development of the dispensary service for the French refugees 
is not clear. Originally drawing on the charitable dispen~aries already 
in existence in London, it later developed its own service, run by the 
French themselves. Writing in 1802, Abbe Lubersac mentioned the earlier 
establishment of dispensaries 
qui furent et sont encore administrees par des 
ecclesiastiques meme, qui etoient verses dans la 
pharmacie 'et manipulation des rem~des: ces pharmacies, 
146Minutes 28 Sept. 1792, B.M. Add. Ms 18591, f. 13. 
147Minutes 15 Oct. 1792, ibid., f. 27 • 
148S. Wegener to Hester, 19 Oct. 1792, T.93/52, f. 1511 J. Bulcock to 
Hester 20 Oct. 1792, ibid., f. 1551 R. Geldall tloN[Hestle7r9?2],ibid 
' ibid f 13. A Rhodes to Hester, ov • , • , 1 Nov. 1792, ·, • ' • ibid f 39 f. 11, J. Gray to Hester, 30 Nov. 1792, ., • • 
tQ.ujours en activite, delivrent encore, journellement 
a~ malades et, gratis, . tousles remades qui leur son~ 
necessaires; bien entendu, sur les ordonnances et 
demandes signees des medecins et chirugiens connus et 
avoues du comite Anglois. 149 
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According to Abb' Ker·,.,iriou, there was a syste~ of medical depots, 
dispensaries and pharmacies, and home-visiting of the sick by charitable 
people and doctors, set up as an adjunct to the treatment of French 
f t W t . t H . 1 150 h . re ugees a es mins er ospita. T ere must also h~ve been hospital 
visiting at Guy's, as in 1793, Lady Sheffield died of a chill contracted 
while visiting sick refugees there. 151 In Jersey, Abb~ Carron152 
established an association 'dont le but etait de visiter des malades de 
ill d 1 • I 153 les ve er et e es soigner. 
Medical advice might be given free, as by the Dover apothecary, 
or in return for a small retainer, as later became common. 154 One London 
physician, Dr Saumarez, initially made no charge for attending the French 
clergy, but found the call on his services such that he neglected his 
private practice, and was forced to ask the Committee for compensation if 
155 he were to continue to attend the refugees. Two further English doctors. 
149tubersac, Journal Historiq ue, PP• 2 3-4 • 
lSOKerbiriou, La Marche, P• 452. 
151Gentleman's Magazine, lxiii, May 1793, p. 477; d'Arblay, Diary and 
Letters, iv, p. 371n. 
1~2Guy-Tousaaint-Julien Carron de La Carri~re (1760-1821) of Rennes. 
Before the Revolution he had founded a clothing workshop for poor 
women. He was a prolific wtiter: D.B.F., vii, PP• 1263-4. 
1531terb:Lriou, La Marche, P• 453. 
154see below, P• 26B. 
155 to c-ittee at Freemasons'Tavern, 16 May 1793, T.93/52, Dr saumarez _... .. 
f. 113. 
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Vaughan and Oliphant, offered their services to sick cl~rgy accommodated in 
Westminster Hospital, which had put several beds ·at the disposal of the 
C . 156 omnu.ttee. 
As a receiving centre for sick refugees, the Westminster Hospital was 
$OOn surpassed by the Middlesex Hospital. In April 1793 the committee applied 
to the governors of the latter to appropriate a vacant ward for the care 
157 
of th~ French clergy. The court of the Middlesex decided to allocate two 
wards in the west wing to the refugees, on condition that the Committee 
paid eight shillings a week for the medicines, maintenance an~ general care 
of each patient, provided and paid the nurses, or paid eight shillings a 
i "" th h . 1 d . d b · 1 158 week for any nurse prov ded ~Y e ospita, an pai any uria expenses. 
It made similar arrangements for the care of the French laity. 159 
Wilmot's Committee appointed La Marche to decide who should be admitted to 
160 hospital care. He already had charge of funeral arrangements for deceased 
French clergy. 161 
In the fifteen months of its life as a private charity, Wilmot's 
committee worked in tandem with the Bishop of St Pol de L,on to ease the 
plight of refugee clergy in Britain. Besides its key function of raising 
the money which enabled the destitute to survive in exile, the Committee 
156Minutes 9 Nov. 1792, B.M. Add. Ms 18591, f. 381 Kerbiriou, ~rche, p. 452. 
157Minutes 22 April 1793, B.M. Add. Ms 18591, f. 95. 
lSSMinutes 6 May 1793, ibid., ff. 99-ioo. 
159Minutes 20 May 1793, ibid., f. 107 • 
160Minutes 10 May 1793, ibid., f. 103 • 
161Minutes 22 Oct. 1792, ibid., f. 30• 
than £6.7.3: ibid. 
Funerals were to cost no more 
210 . 
helped to co-ordinate the growth of auxiliary relief services by tapping 
the resources of existing charitable institutions such as the hospitals 
and dispensaries. Such assistance was supplemented by the honorary or 
paid services of people such as doctors and apothecaries, and the volunteer 
labour of both French and English people, who distributed funds, made· or 
collected clothing, and visited the sick, both at home and in hospital. 
This co-operation between Frencb and English was a hallmark of refugee 
relief in this period. 
IV 
While the main expedient of Wilmot's Committee was the payment of 
allowances designed to cover board and lodging for the clergy, it did 
try an alternative means of providing these essentials by setting up 
community accommodation schemes at Gosport and Winchester. The latter 
establishment lasted until 1796; in the period to 1793 it was successful 
in the sense that the inmates were adequately housed and fed at a cost 
to the Committee no greater than the equivalent in individual monthly 
allowances. It was able to do so, however, largely through direct and 
indirect subsidies from th~ government, which was progressively drawn 
into the project thr~ugh the combined efforts of the Committee, the 
clergy, and Englishmen of influence in the community. 
This trend was set at the beginning, when both public and private 
requests persuaded th~ government to make two build~ngs available to the 
cle_rgy. Lord Hood led the way on 20 September 1792 by asking permission to 
open Forton Hospital near Gosport for their use. The following day a 
deputation from Wilmot's committee applied to the government for the use of 
some public buildings to house the refugees. Grenville and owidas decided 
ht Upy rorton and the King's House at Winchester, to allow the Frenc o occ 
• 
partly because· . they could thereby keep a better check on them, 162 and. 
gained the King's assent to the offer on 23 September_ l«;;J. · 
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The government's offer ~f the King's House was understandable. A 
specific application had been made for the use of Forton, which was in the 
cha7ge of the Sick and Hurt Office of the Navy Board, and had last been used 
to house French prisoners of war. The King's House at Winchester was held 
by the same office, . and had last been used for the same purpose. Both 
were large and currently empty establishments, and they were under one 
164 
control. ,Thus, the ministers' choice of Winchester as a second station 
was not surprising. 
Events mo\'9d swiftly thereafter, and the government became increasingly 
involved. On 24 September the Committee deputised one of its members, 
John Pugh, to inspect the King's House and to investigate sources of cheap 
· 165 ki f supply for it. On the same day, La Marche wrote to Dundas as ng or 
fumishings, 166 but Dundas was wary of promising further asststance: 
.
162oundas to George III, 22 Sept. 1792, Ger,rge III, Later Correspondence, i, 
p .. 616. 
163Hood to [Grenville?], 20 Sept. l 792, H.0.42/21, ff. 578-9 (sent on to Dundas· 
with additional notes from Grenvllle); Minutes 24, Sept. 1792, B .M. Add. 
Ms 18591, f. 4; Dundas to committee at Freemasons Tavern, 22 Sept. 1792, 
ibid., f. Si Dundas to George III, 22 Sept. 1792, George III, Later 
correspondence, i, p. 616; .George III to Dundas, 23 Sept. 1792, ibid. 
164'1'he Barrack-Master's Office was another possibility, but more likely 
to have its buildings in use. 
165Minutee 24 Sept. 1792, B.M. Add. Ms 18591, ff. 5-6. 
166 24 Sept. 1792, H.0.42/21, f. 612. La -Marche to Dundas, 
I would wish to know what has been reported as to the 
state of the House and likewise what would be the expence 
of the bedding they suggest. When we last met in 
Cabinet on this business it was not the Idea that 
Government should begin to take upon itself any part 
cf the Expence. If a contrary Idea gets abroad it is 
holdi_ng out a general Invitation. 167 
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However, he did agree 'that the necessary and proper Repairs ••• will be 
168 done at the Expence of Government'. The Treasury had sent two surveyors 
from the Board of Works to report on the state of the building. They found 
the roof good, but recommended new floors and windows. They thought that 
it could be fitted up to take about five hundred clergy at a cost of fsoo. 169 
On hearing this, the Committee formally .requested the government to repair 
the building at Winchester and to provide bedding and bedsteads there.170 
In conformity with Dundas' views, the government agreed to put the building 
171 in good repair, but refused to supply beds or bedding. 
Undaunted, some unidentified French clergy enlisted the aid of the Duke of 
Richm.>nd, 172 who told Dundas that the Navy Board or Sick and Hurt Board 
must have plenty in store. He urged Dundas: 'Pray do the Thing handsomely 
, 173 
& don't let any bit of stinginess of Pitts prevent you • 
167Mem.>. from Dundas, [ca 25 Sept. 1792], ibid., ff. 629-30. 
168Memo. from Dundas, [ca 25 sept. 1792], ibid., f. 628. 
169Minutes 26 Sept. 1792, B.M. Add. Ms 18591, ff. 7-8. 
170 Ibid., ff. 8-9. 
171Minut:es 28 sept. 1 792 , ibid. , f. 11. 
172Master-General of the Ordinance. 
173Duke of Richmond ' to Dundas, 30 Sept. 1792, H.0.42/21, f. 691. 
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When the government initially refused to assist with beds or bedding, 
the Committee turned to the private sector and hired twenty sets from John 
and Coutts TfOtter.
174 
Abbe Conceyl, head of the colony at Forton, suggested 
that the Committee should consult Lord Hood before despatching any contracted 
bedding, as Hood thought it might be possible to secure some from 'l 'hopital 
d harland', if the Admiralty would lend them. 175 Pez:haps succumbi_ng to the 
combined persuasions of Richmond and Hood, the government gave way and gave 
'Orders at Haslar Hospital for the delivery of whatever Beds and Bedding 
except Sheets that may not be wanting in the Hospital at Portsmouth' •176 
The repairs to the King's House at Winchester were considerable. On 
15 November Churcher, from the Board of Works, had eight men, excluding 
bricklayers, working under his direction. A fortnight later he had seventeen 
in his employ. Evidently the workmen were making furniture, for Churcher 
asked the Committee to take over responsibility for this, so that his men 
could concentrate on repairs. A few days later the government gave 
177 
orders for beds to be made to make up the number needed at Winchester. 
174Minutes 5 Oct. 1792, B.M. Add. Ms 18591, ff. 17-18. Each set comprised 
a cot, mattress, pillow, a pair of sheets and four blankets, hired m:>~thly 
at a rate of three farthings a day: ibid. 
175Abbe Conceyl to [Committee at Freemasons' Tavern), 8 Oct. 1792, T.93/52, 
f. 134. Presumably he meant Haslar Hospital. 
176 1792 B M Add Ms 18591, ff. 27-8. The Committee arranged Minutes 17 Oc~. hundre~ ;ets ~ Winchester. After a further request from 
to transport wo hundred sheets and pillowcases were appropriated 
the Committee, another three Forton and Winchester: Minutes 12, 19 Nov. 
from Haslar Hospital for use at / f 
43 C bin to Hester, 22 Nov. 1792, T.93 53, • 68. 1 792, ibid., ff• 39 , ' or 
177 18 29 Nov., 10 Dec. 1792, ibid., ff. 60, 64, 73, 82; Corbin to Hester' 15 ' ~ Add Ms 18591 f. 55. Treasury orders for repairs 
Minutes 14 Dec. 1792, !~ ~rder; were pla~ed in the space of one 1t0nth alone: 
continued in 1793 • Fi 15 20 March 1 , 3, 15 April 1793, T.27/43, Long to Sir W. Chambers, , , 
pp. 187, 190, 198, 203, 218 • 
• 
• 
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While repairs went foxward, La Marche directed clergy to Winchester in batches, 
as successive rooms were put in order. 178 
The question of staff next arose. Clearly the Committee needed an 
agent in the town by now, so it asked Robert Reeks Corbin, a menil:)er of the 
fund-raising Committee in Winchester, and already active in the Committee's 
affairs there, to act in this capacity. 179 He accepted. On Corbin's 
recommendation, the Conmittee appointed J. Wingrove as steward, and authorised 
Corbin to employ a doorkeeper, two cooks and a porter. 180 The Committee 
181 also laid down a set of rules for the steward and cook. However, changes 
were made once the colony of clergy was established, with Abbe Martin as its 
head. Martin and La Marche wanted the priests to play a more active part in 
victualling and running the establishment. Under a plan drawn up between 
them and the Committee in Oecembe.r 1792, Martin was to have authority over 
all employees, two clergy were to supervise the kitchens, one cleric was to 
buy provisions, and each fortnight one cleric would be rostered to care 
kl . 182 for the sick. Strict accounts were to be kept, and shown wee y to Martin. 
178Minutes 2 , 19, 23, 30 Nov., 10, 14 Dec. 1792, B.M. Add. Ms 18591, ff. 37, 
43, 45, 48, 55, 56. George Rose (Treasury) sent the Committee a copy 
h report on repairs sent on 28 November by John Soane of the of t e progress i ld Board of works. soane estimated that accommodation for 350 pr ests wou 
th d Of January Figuxes show that the building was near be ready by e en • h 400 it (700) by the end of 1793: 1792: Dec: 160; 1973: Marc : , 
capac 6Y52 S t 652 • De 680 see ibid., ff. 65-6, 90, 114, 1241 June : , ep • : , c • : • 
B.M. Add. Ms 18592, f. 20 • 
... 
179Minutes 22 Oct. 1792 , B.M. Add. Ms 18591, f. 29; Corbin to Hester, 
23 Oct. 1792, T.93/53, f. SO. 
180Minutea 24 Oct. 1792, B.M. Add. Ms 18591, f. 31. 
181Minutes 12 Nov. 1792, ibid., ff. 40-1. 
182tinutes 4 Jan. 1793, ibid., ff. 60-1. 
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The steward and cook were paid off at the end of December183 and replaced 
by priests. P·rovisions and services for the community were supplied locally 
under contracts negotiated by Corbin, according to tenders accepted by the 
C . t 184 onuru. tee. The Committee received three sets of accounts from 
_winchester: Corbin's; working accounts, including_ the distribution, from 
Abbe Bonniere; and monthly house accounts, rendered by Martin. 185 
As to medical care, Corbin reported to the Committee that all the 
surgeons at the hospital, and the physicians Messrs Lyfords, William Wickham 
and Dr Littlehales, had agreed to -attend the clergy free of charge, and he 
thought that the other physician, Dr Scott, would do the same. However, 
medicines would have to be purchased, and he suggested contracting with one 
186 
of the doctors for them. Following this, Wickham sent a list of charges 
for medicines to Wilnot, pointing out that they were lower than those to 
his private patients, and suggesting that a contract would be 'the most 
eligible method' of agreement. He reported that diarrhoea had been the 
m::>st comrrcn complaint anong the sick, and urged that a room 'be appropriated 
to the use of the Sick only, as at present they very much disturb the rest 
.::.i i . 187 
of the others• • Corbin then set aside a room for an nfirmary. 
183Minutes 17, 24 Dec. 1792, ibid., ff. 56-7; Corbin to Hester, 31 Dec. 1792, 
T.93/53, f. 109. 
184Minutes 22, 24 Oct. 1792, B.M. Add. Ms 18591, ff. 29, 31. 
18SThe accounts are contained in T.93/46. 
186corbin to Hester, 31 Oct. 1792 , T. 93153 , f. 56 • 
13 Dec. 1792, ibid., f. 28; Corbin to Hester, 187w.N. Wickham to Wilmot, 
14 Dec. 1792, ibid., f. 87 • 
., 
\ 
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By the end of 1792 much had been acoomplished at Winchester. One 
hundred and sixty clergy had been installed. The Committee had chosen a 
reliable agent in Corbin, and he had appointed staff, organised the supply 
of goods and services to the King's House and kept the Committee informed 
of all developments. The government had agreed to lend the building to 
the Committee, commenced putting it in good repair, and provided much of the 
necessary beds and bedding. It hardly deserved Burke's strictures on 
'official diliatoriness•.188 
The outbreak of war with France in February 1793 brought abrupt changes 
in the settlement at Winchester, as well as in the general situation of 
the French refugees. Winchester was exempted from the King's Proclamation 
under the Alien Act, but Forton Hospital was not, so the Committee proposed to 
m::>ve some of its occupants to Winchester and bring the rest within the 
189 limits named in the proclamation. Abbe Baston, then resident at Forton, 
estimated that there were 263 priests at Forton by February 1 793, of whom 
d L . i 190 183 came from the Norman dioceses of Bayeux, Coutances an is ewe. 
The transfer would cause pressure on the accommodation at Winchester, but the 
government was not unmindful of this. The Board of Works ordered Churcher to 
- 191 
repair another wing, to accommodate a furthe·r two hundred people. The 
Admiralty gave permission for the transfer of bedding from Forton to Winchester 
188carl B. Cone, Burke and the Nature of Politics: the age of the French 
Revolution (University of Kentucky, 1964), p. 406. 
189Minutes s Feb. 1793, B.M. Add. Ms 18591, ff. 71-2. 
190saston, ~noires, ii, P• 1 23 • 
19lcorbin to Hester, a Feb. 1793, T.93/53, f. 128. 
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and Haslar Hospital was ordered to yield up more •192 By 26 February 1793 
there were 264 clergy at Winchester, and accommodation was ready for two 
hundred of the clergy from Forton. Corbin reported that up to six hundred 
could be housed there if repairs were continued, which would be necessary 
if all the clergy from Forton were accepted. 193 The government then· 
ordered additional rooms to be fitted out to receive another sixty priests. 1-94 
The proposed transfer of clergy from Forton to Winchester was complicated 
by the transfer of several hundred clergy from Jersey to England in February 
1793. In this m::mth, several clerics from Jersey arrived at Winchester 
and applied to Martin for admission. He accepted some of them, but was 
then instructed by the Committee not to do so in future without first 
195 informing La Marche. Late in March, Nepean told Wilmot that four to five 
hundred French clergy had arrived in Portsmouth from Jersey, and asked how 
many of them could be housed at Winchester. Theodore John Hester, the 
Committee• s paid secretary, visited there and reported that two hundred 
could be received immediately, if bedding were provided and the -transfer of 
clergy from Forton delayed pending further repairs. If an unlimited order 
for repairs were given, all from Jersey might be housed within two weeks. 
Nepean ordered two hundred beds to be sent to Winchester, and the Treasury 
192eorbin to Hester, 24 Feb. 1793, ibid., f. 141. 
193
corbin to Hester, 26 Feb. 1793, ibid., 
f. 143. 
194
eorbin to Hester, 22 March 1793, ibid., f. 159. 
195 1793 l.'bid., f. 136; Minutes 18 Feb. 1793, Corl>in to Hester, 17 Feb. , 
B.M. Add. Ms 18591, ff. 76-7 • 
2.18 
0rd8 red repairs sufficient to accommodate another two hundred men •196 
The government was being drawn further into the field of refugee welfare, 
as the difficulties at Winchester were a direct result of its actions in 
removing the French from Forton and Jersey. Corbin and Martin went to 
Portsmouth to settle arrangements for the transfer of Jersey clergy to 
Winchester, only to find that all but thirty of them had left the 
town. As many of them were able to supfort themselves and did not intend to 
settle in ~e King's House, Corbin and Martin expedited the transfer of the 
clergy from Forton instead. By 21 April, there were 595 men, including 
t t th 
, I 197 
servan s, a e King s House. 
The combination of the two colonies was not without difficulties. 
In April and May about sixty of the community left for the Continent, and 
according to Baston, one of them blamed the bringing of the refugees from 
Forton en bloc, thus swelling numbers, cramping accommodation and making the 
air stuffy through inadequate ventilation.
198 
The defections annoyed the 
Committee, as the rapid tumover increased costs, so it asked La Marche to give 
199 
first preference to the clergy in London when arranging passages to Ostend. 
one benefit for the colony at the King's House arising· from the outbreak 
of war was the est;ablishment in Winchester of the headquarters of the 
Buckinghamshire Militia, commanded by the Marquis of Buckingham himself. 
196Minutes 1 April 1793, ibid., ff. 87-8; Long to Chambers, 3
 April 1793, 
T .2 7/43, P• 203 • 
197Corbin to Hester, 4, 7, 21 April 1793, T.73/53, ff. 163, 165-6, 169. fi isoners at Forton was anxious to clear the clergy, as 
Thh e agedndt or prf r the sick· Corbin to Hester, 7 April 1793, ibid., p. 166. 
e nee e room o • 
198Coxbin to Hester, 29 April 1793, ibi~., f. 1751 Minutes 3 May 1793, 
dd Ms 
18591 f. 98J Baston, Memoires, ii, P• 112. 
B .M. A • , 
199Minutes 3 May 1793, .s.M. Add. Ms 18591, f. 98. 
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Hitherto, Buckingham's interest in the refugee clergy had derived largely 
from the influence of his wife, and his aid had been primarily financial. 
But, from the time of his residence in Winchester, he and his wife became 
major benefactors of the colony. Their assistance was personal and financial. 
The Marchioness went frequently to the King's House, visiting the sick, 
bringing fish on fast days and providing materials for hobbies and workshops. 
She set up a tapestry workshop which occupied the spare time of some two 
hundred of the ecclesiastics and provided materials for knitting. Her husband 
bought from the priests six hundred pairs of gloves for his troops, and 
provided furnishings, tools, books and flannel for clothing. The Buckinghams 
, were concerned to make life as comfortable as possible for the clergy, bµt 
200 
they also believed in the maxims of 'self-help'. 
Lord Buckingham was a valuable patron, as well as a direct line of 
connnunication with the ministry on occasion. Not only was he the elder brother 
of Lord Grenville, the Fore_ign Secretary, but as head of the family, he 
occupied a position which Grenville deeply respected. Although he could not 
always fall in with Buckingham's wishes, he listened to his views. When the 
French colony heard runours that the King thought t~at they had not shown 
sufficient distress at the plight of Queen Marie-Antoinette, they urged 
Buckingham to send Grenville a letter from La "Narche pleading to the contrary. 
201 
The Marquis endorsed their case. When one of the priests was brutally 
murdered and robbed, Buckingham earnestly tried to detect the culprit, whom 
200
888
ton, Memoires, ii, pp. 120-21 Lubersac, Journal, pp. 4-5. 
201 ill 1 Sept 1793, H.H.C. D:ropmore, ii, p. 420. Buckingham to Grenv e, • -
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he thought to be one of his soldiers. At the victim' 5 funeral, six 
hundred priests from the King' s House were joined by officers of the Bucks 
Militia in the procession. 202 More important, when a proposal was made in 
November 1793 that the clergy should be moved from the King's House to make 
room for the quartering of troops, Buckingham added his protests to those of 
Wilrot's Committee, and Dundas agreed to shelve the plan. 203 
When the government came to the financial aid of the relief committees 
in December 1793, the King's House had 680 clergy living within its walls, 
close to its full complement. It was a well-run establishment, with a strong 
community life, largely due to the efforts of the clergy themselves. They 
owed their material circumstances to the combined efforts of Wilmot' s 
Committee, Corbin, La Marche, the Buckinghams and the government. The latter had 
shown itself a responsive body, by yielding iri an ad hoc manner to the 
petitions of the Committee, La Marche, and men of influence such as Buckingham, 
Ri chmond and Hood. The Treasury was the department most often applied to, 
as: all orders for repairs and fittings passed through its hands. This may 
in part explain why the Treasury was the department which assumed the 
• mb 1703_204 
responsibility for funding Wilmot' s Committee in Dece er " 
202Ibid.; Hampshire Chronicle 2 Sept. 1793. 
203 Burke, 
ibid., 
Dundas 
Correspondence, vii, p. 491n; Buckingham to Burke, 27 Nov. 1793, 
p 
492
, Wiln>t to Dundas, 28 Nov. 1793, B.M. Add. Ms 18591, ff. 131-21 
t~ Wilnot, 30 Nov. 1793, B.M. Add. Ms 18592, f. 5. 
204For a fuller discussion of why the government chose to step in, 
see Chapter 6. 
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V 
The questions remain, why were the Bri· ti' sh so generous towards exiles 
so 1tter y, and why, whose nation and religion they had often fought b' 1 
when the public gave so generously in the first place, did the fund-raising 
eventually fail? Perhaps the answers are to be found nost easily if one 
regards the measures taken as a form of 'disaster relief'. The sensationalist 
aspect of the events in France and the dramatic influx of refugees caught 
public interest. Many citizens in London and the southern counties must. 
have witnessed the new arrivals, and their plight was well-publicised in the 
press, both incidentally and through the e £forts of men such as Burke, 
Sheffield and other members of the relief committees. The raising of 
subscriptions to aid the victims of disaster was a standard public response 
205 in this period. Thus, if the French refugees are seen simply in this 
light, the public xesponse was entirely predictable, given the organising 
talents of men such as Burke, Wilmot, Sheffield, Thomas and La Marche. 
What complicated the process was the particular upheaval from which the 
refugees fled, and their identity. The French Revolution was itself a subject 
for great debate in Britain, and the refugees from it were foreign, French, 
Roman catholic and likely to be ecclesiastics, or aristocrats and their 
retainers. English people might oppose, or :refrain from. giving aid because 
they app:r:oved of the 9evolution, or because they disliked the sort of people 
who had fled from it. on the other hand, some might be disposed to help 
the refugees because theY held precisely the opposite views. In effect, 
205David owen, English Philanthropy 1660-1960 (cambridge, Mass., 1964), 
p. 66. 
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many of the normal springs of charity held g
ood in the case of the French 
refugees, but because of their identity and 
the circu~tances of the 
'disaster', the consensus on giving aid whic
h might otherwise have prevailed 
was replaced by a debate between the oppone
nts and proponents of such 
charity. This debate followed hard on the h
eels of the arriving refugees 
in September and October 1 792. 
Clearly, some saw the subscriptions in polit
ical terms. The Momin2 
Chronicle, continuing its pro-Revolutionary
 stance, held that while it 
was a duty to relieve the refugees' wants w
ith discretion, to go further 
would be a 'political manoeuvre' on the par
t of 'the enemies of freedom', 
who would deem an enormous subscription 'a p
roof of our general abhorrence of 
206 
the Revolution in France'. This was an 
accurate assessment of the stance 
of Burke, who was a strong advocate of assis
ting the refugees as a means of 
expressing opposition to the regime in France
. He told Dundas that nothing 
could be devised by the Act of man more pol
itick than 
this Charity, that is to say If we wish to i
nterest 
the feelings of our Countrymen whether of p
ity or 
indignation, against the French System. Ev
ery 
subscriber will be pledged against it. 207 
This theme was picked up in an article in T
he Times on 10 October 1792: 
Nothing cuts so severely into the feelings 
of the French 
rebels, as the noble and liberal manner in wh
ich the 
English have relieved those Loyalists whom t
hey have ex-
patriated. It convinces them that their co
~duct and their 
new system O f Government are detested i
n this country, 
as well as in all other civilized parts of t
he world; 
and that therefore it is an impossibility ev
er ~ maintain 
a Government to which all nations but that i
n which it 
is attempted, are inimical. 
206Morning Chronicle 27 sept. 1792• 
207Burke to Dundas, ca 19 sept. 1792, Burke,
 Correspondence, vii, p. 216. 
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However, Burke's idea of using the plight of the refugees and the 
subscriptions on their behalf as propaganda against the Revolution was not 
shared by all subscribers. In Dublin, 'The proposition for a public 
subscription, ·as liable to be construed into a censure of the principles of 
the French Revolution, was almost entirely negatived'; the meeting agreed on 
a private subscription. 208 Far worse from Burke's point of view was the decision 
taken at a preliminary meeting of Wilmot' s Committee. that the Committee would 
advertise no particular view .on the French Revolution. Burke felt that 
those responsible had 'betrayed their Cause' and 'disgraced us the original 
authors · of the scheme' •209 He threatened to resign, though he did not in fact 
do 210 so. 
The debate on whether or not to assist the French was also conducted in 
economic terms. one argument against helping them was that their large 
numbers would cause prices to rise, to the detriment of the indigenous poor, 
and that to relieve them would be too costly to the community. For this 
reason, Lord Sheffield thought a 'principal object' of the Sussex Committee 
to be 'to remove the prejudice & uneasiness of the ignorant in respect to them -
particularly as to their numbers & the effect on the Price of Provisions', 
211 
and Wilt10t's committee was anxious to allay any fears that excessive numbers 
212 of refugees would need relief. The Times expressed the opinion that the 
economy would benefit from the money brought into the country by the refugees, 
208London Chxoniele 18-20 oct. 1792. 
209Burke tow. King, 20 sept. 1792, Burke, Corresf<>ndence, vii, p. 2221 
ibid., p. 219n. 
210tbid., p. 222n. 
211Sheffial4 to [Dunllas), 21 sept. 1792, H.o.42/21, f. 581. ounllas had not 
heard of any such oamplaints in the metropolis, oundas to Sheffield, 
22 sept. 1792, a.o.43/4, P• 100. 
212MJ.nut•• to 20 sept. 1792, a.M. Add. Ms 18591, £. 3. 
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while Hannah More pointed out that any al
lowances to the refugees would be 
spent in England. 
213 To the argwrent that the mne~· would be b
etter spent to 
the benefit of the English poor, the Ham
pshire Chronicle replied by observing 
that there were many institutions and end
owments which cared for the poor, 
exclusive of parochial relief, and beside
s, the poor were with us always, while 
Ch in 11 th
. 
b 214 
su press g ca s as is came ut seld
om. Although there was a case 
for not helping foreigners ahead of the n
ative indigent, David OWen has 
pointed out that English charity has a h
istory of aiding refuge~ groups, 
who fell outside the net of parochial re
lief, because they did not qualify for 
. 215 
it under the Law of Settlement. Thus 
aid to the French refugees followed 
an established tradition. 
At this time the press carried few open s
tatements condemning aid to 
the refugees on account of their religio
n or nationality, but such prejudice 
'-"' 
undoubtedly existed. In l 79 ~ a letter i
n the Gentleman's Magazine from 
'A Village curate' who had been taking a 
collection on behalf -of the French 
clergy, complained of the attitude of som
e whom he approached: 
one of them signified, that no charity wa
s due to the 
persons for whom I was an humble petitione
r, because they 
were Roman catholicks; when another said,
 that they were 
not entitled to any compassion, because t
hey had been 
enemies, when another, being asked for a 
little noney, 
replied 'I would sooner give them poison
'; and anpther, 
on the ;ame occasion, cried out, 'I would d
rive them all 
into the sea! ' 216 
It might also be remembered that later th
e same year, Fanny d • Arblay blamed 
the comparative failure of the efforts o
f the Ladies' Committee on feelings 
217 
of national prejudice against the French. 
213'1'he Times 28 Aug. 1792; Baston, M,moires, i
i, P• 37. 
214Hampshire Chronicle 22 oct. 
1792
• 
215owen, snglish Philanthropy, P• 
66
• 
216Gentleman'• Magazine, lxiii, June 1793, pp. 5
08-9. 
217see above, P• 199 • 
.. 
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On the other hand, strong support was expressed for the subscriptions on . 
the grounds of a Christian or nat,ional duty to relieve suffe1.·ers, particularly 
those who were persecuted for their attachment to their king and church • 
. 
By expelling the clergy, the Revolutionaries were attacking not only 
· Catholicism, but Christianity too. As Burke put it: • It. is religion itself 
h 
. 218 t at in their persons is hunted down'. The London Chronicle expressed its 
opinion ~n terms of national duty. While the metropolis and the poor might be 
inconvenienced by the influx, 
still it is the duty as well as the distinctive mark of the 
British character, to assist the poor of every country and 
religion, who fly to us for protection against murderers. 219 
The Anglican Church's clear espousal of the refugees' cause, shown through 
both the individual efforts of clergymen such as the twelve who joined 
Willt'Ot' s committee, and more importantly, the Church's official sanction of the 
collection in the Anglican parishes, must have mqre than counter-balanced 
any expressions of religious prejudice. 
underlying much of the debate on whethe_r or not the French should be 
succoured was the concept of the deserving ·poor. MOre than m:,st objects of 
charity, the clergy could be seen as bei.ng destitute through no fault. of their ' 
own. As The Times said on their behalf: 
we cannot surely for a lt'Oment hesitate in relieving objects 
like these reduced by unavoidable necessity, not by any . 
crime of their own, to solicit at our hands, in a foreign 
land, for the means of preserving life, mere food and shelter. 220 
The ;rench clergy probably benefitted from the desire of subscribers to 
discriminate between the deserving and the undeserving in the bestowal of their 
21SBurke tow. King [ante 20 sept. 1792), Burke, correspondence, vii, p. 220. 
219t,on&>n chronicle 13-15 ~ept. 1792. 
220The Times 26 sept. 1792. 
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donations. Their calling was worthy; they had been persecuted and banished 
from their native land; their bishops could vou~h for their identity and 
character; and they received with proper gratitude and humility any assistance 
accorded them. This explains in part the comparative success of Wilnot's 
Committee, which raised funds for the clergy alone. The lay refugees were 
m::>re open to charges of cowardice or collusion with the R9volutionaries. 
Lord Loughborough, for example, disapproved of Sir Geo_rge Thomas• scheme for 
the relief of both clergy and laity because it extended 'to all Fugitives 
i _ndiscriminately, which is rather too comprehensive'. 221 The wrong sort of 
laymen might be assisted. The Morning Chronicle thought that a large 
subscription would attract bandits and paupers from France. 222 The 
? 
Hampshire Chronicle warned against imposters who would 'come over to practice 
223 
as knaves, thieves, gamblers and sh~rpers'. Burke gave short shrift to 
such arguments against the subscription: 
Afraid, that Rogues should come over! Why they have, 
and daily do, come over; but they come to bring Bribes, 
and not to partake of Alms --- Good God! to think of 
coming to London for such relief as we can give l 22~ 
Whatever the reasons why people did or did not donate m:>ney to assist 
the refugees, the sum of the subscriptions showed that some sectors of the 
English community desired to alleviate their distress, and where fund-raising 
was concerned, the hostility of some was less important than the financial 
good will of others. Unfortunately for the refugees, however, the initial rush 
~21Loughborl>~gh to Burke, 15 sept. 1792, Burke, correspondence, vii, pp. 211-12. 
222Motning Chl'Onicle 27 Sept. 1792. 
223Hampshii:e Chronicle 24 sept. 1792. 
224Burke tow. King, 18 sept. 1792, Burke, c0rres29ndence, vii, p. 214. 
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of subscriptions soon subsided 
. . Alroost half of the total subscription was 
raised within tbe first two rronths of the Committee's existence1 thereafter 
the Committee fought a losing battle against increasing expenditure 
and decreasing income. The brief resurgence of donations in March and 
April 1793 was probably due to a renewed drive for funds on the part of the 
C.Ommittee, and the impetus given by the opening of hostilities with France 
in February. The collections in these months did not even co" r expenditure 1 
only the collection in the Anglican parishes stemmed the receding tide of the 
Committee's resources. The collection was most successful, because of the 
backing of the Church authorities, and the method of collecting ensured that 
a widespread section of the English population was asked to contribute. 
However, the collection did but delay the inevitable exhaustion of the 
Committee's funds. By December 1793 its coffers were empty. This reflects 
its character as a 'disaster fund': initial donations were high, because 
interest in the refugees was high, but once they became an accepted sight in 
England, interest subsided, and with it donations. It was not the kind of 
charity to attract continued support, once it was apparent that the refugees• 
stay was indefinite and not the short sojourn that English and French alike 
had expected. The Committee wasted no time in turning to the only body that 
was capable of giving sustained financial assistance to the refugees: the 
government. In April 1793, when its funds had alm::>st gone, the Committee wrote 
to Pitt, •acquainting him of the State of the Balance ~f the Charity and to 
request his assistance' •225 The timely church collections spared Pitt the 
necessity of offering or refusing assistance, although the Committee did 
ask the government for 'temporary a-id until m::>ney from the collection came in. 
226 
225Minutes 12 April 1793, B.M. Add. Ms 18591, f. 94. 
226Minutea 6 May 1793, ibid., f. lOO. 
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By August the Committee was in difficulties again, so Jenkinson laid the 
Committee's plight before Pitt, who promised to take the matter into 
. d t. 227 cons1 era 1.on. Thomas' Committee had no funds left for the relief of the 
laity by September, and probably also approached the government for aid, for 
Pitt laid a comprehensive arrangement for the settlement of both problems 
228 before the Treasury on 12 December 1793. Under this scheme, WilRDt' s 
Committee was to receive a ncnthly grant for the relief of the French clergy, 
on the condition that it undertook to administer another such government 
f th b f ·t f the French lai'ty. 229 grant or e ene 1 o 
ending its life as a purely private charity. 
227Minutes 2 Sept. 1793, ibid., f. 120. 
The Committee accepted, thus 
228Traasury Minutes 12 oec. 1793, T.29/66, pp. 252-3. 
p rell and P. Metcalfe, 229LOng to Wilm:>t, R. Jenkinson, Sir w. eppe 
14 Dec. 1793, B.M. Add. Ms 18592, ff. 6-7. 
CHAPTER 6 
GOVERNMENT INVOLVEMENT 
IN REFUGEE RELIEF 1792-3 , 
I 
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Events in Jersey in 1792-3 were crucial to the gradual involvement of 
_government in refugee welfare. The island received almost as many refugees 
as did England, and its small size made it far less able to accommodate, 
employ or support these alien hordes. The government could not escape 
knowledge of the resulting tensions or the plight of the French, because the 
Crown representatives there, the lieutenant-governor and the successive 
commanders-in-chief, regularly reported on Jersey affairs. Moreover, the 
financial difficulties associated with charitable efforts to aid the refugees 
came to a head earlier in Jersey than in England, so the government was soon 
called upon for aid. 
In Jersey, as in England, the initial steps towards refugee relief were 
taken by the French themselves, particularly the clergy. One of the first 
exiles to arrive there, in March 1791, was Augustin Le Mintier, Bishop of 
Tr4guier. Together with his fellow-Breton, La Marche, he had opposed changes 
made by the Revolutionaries, and had similarly evaded their joint 'invitation' 
1 to Paris, choosing Jersey as his refuge. He had been joined there by Urbain 
de Herc~, Bishop of Dol-de-Bretagne, and the Norman bishop, Joseph-Dominique ·de 
Cheylus, Bishop of aayeux. They organised the recept:ion when the major influx 
of clergy occurred in 1792. The bishops lodged the newly-arrived priests in 
a rented building, formerly a school. The clergy slept in one room, on 
mattr~sses provided by those French already on the island. ~eals were prepared 
1xerbiriou, La Marche, p. 3421 Plasse, Clerg4 Fran9ais, i, p. 324. 
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at the home of the Marquise de la Ferroni~re and brought in a large cauldron 
at midday. The priests soon scattered throughout the island, tending to 
congregate according to their former dioceses. The Breton priests turned 
to the Bishop of TrEguier for their needs, and the Normans to the Bishop of 
2 Bayeux. 
As a refugee group, the French ecclesiastics had the advantage of having 
had a pre-exile structure and hierarchy which gave some shape to their 
organisation in exile. Each priest took some measure of his former identity 
with him, for he was still a member of his diocese, even though stripped of 
his usual function in it. He owed obedience to his superiors, and could 
turn to them for spiritual guidance and material help. Responsibility for 
the members of each diocese could be laid on the highest-ranking member 
3 exiled in Britain, often its bishop. These factors tended to make the clergy 
a more stable group in exile than the laity, and simplified the organisation 
of welfare measures. This was especially so in Jersey, because of the priests' 
close geographical concentration and the fact that most of them came from 
Normandy or Brittany. La Marche and Le Mintier quickly established links 
between the clergy in Jersey and their colleagues in England, and Wilmot's 
4 Committee extended its brief to cover the Jersey ecclesiastic~. The 
distribution machinery was simple: Le Mintier and de Cheylus took charge of 
5 the allocation and sent their accounts to England. The identity and means 
of the applicants were easy to verify, and all clergy except bishops were 
paid at the same rate, which minimised complication. 
2eonnell, 'Breton refugee clergy', PP• 136-8. 
3Lubersac lists thirty-one archbishops and bishops who resided in Britain 
at any time between 1791 and 1801: Lubersac, Journal, PP• 167-70. 
4Dundas to Fall, 26 Sept. 1792, H.0.98/2, unf. 
5mnutea 7 Jan. 1793, B.M. Add. Ms 18591, f. 64. 
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The French laity in Jersey coaprised a far 110re awkward pn>blea. They 
were more varied in age, sex, class, occupation and financial resources. 
'Ibey aoved DDre freely within the local a>arunity, were nore arguaentati¥e 
and less ordered than the clergy, could intenaarry vith the natives and 
posed a greater threat to the security of the island. While they brought 
m:::>re wealth initially, many of them were soon reduoed to destitution and had 
less reliable means of future subsistence than the clergy. More eaploymmt 
options were open to thea, but relief allowances were less secure. Thomas' 
Committee supplied the destitute French laity in Jersey with fllllds sent from 
London. According to Olivier d'Argens, an ex-soldier froa the Princes' Army, 
a cOllll.i.ttee of 'Deux ou trois membres de la noblesse francaise avec Wl ou t 
deux Jersiaise' handled the funds, which were distributed by M. Laineveau. 
Clothing and .edical care were also available. 6 However, the resources of 
Thomas' Connittee soon dwindled, and further payments to the laity in Jersey 
seemed in jeopardy as early as February 1793. 
Haturally the government was kept informed of the growing number of 
French refugees in the Channel Islands through the reports of the islands' 
ildmi nistrators, but it was soon induced to take a mre active interest in 
developments in Jersey by specific requests for assistance or advice. La Marcbe's 
first request for help on behal£ of the clergy there was made on 24 September 
1792. He told oundas that there were some two and a half thousand French 
clergy in Jersey. Those inhabitants who had nothing to sell and all to buy 
0011plained that the influx caused food shortages. It might be advisable, 
therefore, to send some of the priests to England. La Marche wanted Dwtdas to 
ensure protection for the priests if necessary, and to send grain to Jersey 
7 
to quieten the complaints. 
A 
6 de la Normandie et de la Bretagne avec les Iles Charles aettier, !Re:!.!l!a!t~io~n~s~~~~~~~7.~~=;==:~::.::;.::.=...r.;;.;-.;.~~~,_;...-----
de la Manche pendant 1•EJDigration (Caen, 1885), P• 23. 
7ta Marche to Dundas, 24 Sept. 1792, R.0.42/21, f. 612 • 
Despite his annoyance at being directly addressed, 8 Dundas responded 
to the questions raised. He had no objection to asking Fall to protect the 
priests, but he was against the government sending provisions, as it would 
mean 'taking upon itself directly the maintenance of those Refugees, which 
I am by no means authori~ed to do•. 9 Similarly, he was opposed to the 
government becoming directly involved in bringing the clergy from Jersey 
10 to England. Dundas raised the question of the clergy in Jersey with 
Wilmot's Committee, and was 'informed that measures will be taken by them 
for the immediate subsistence of such as become objects of their charity' 
and for sending to England any who were willing to join the settlement at 
W. h 11 inc ester. When telling Lieutenant-Govemor Fall of these developments, 
Dundas emphasised 
that Government takes no part in the removal of these 
people or in their supply, and that my calling upon 
you at all on this occasion proceeds from a desire 
to prevent the continuance of the discontents I have 
alluded to, and which it will be desirable that you 
should by every means in your power, endeavour to 
suppress. 12 
His attitude was that the plight of the refugees on Jersey was not a government 
responsibility, but that the discontents and disturbances on the island w~re. 
However, these two problems were closely linked. The presence of the 
French caused shortages and high prices, which angered some islanders; and 
the shortages, high prices and local hostility in turn made the living 
conditions of the refugees more difficult. Two factions arose among the 
natives. on the one hand, those who were able to profit from the inflated 
80undas to [?], 25 sept. 1792, ibid., ff. 626-7. 
9Memorandum from nundas, [ca 25 Sept. 1792), ibid., ff. 629-30. 
lOibid., see also the resum4 of La Msrche's letter in an unsigned memorandum. 
und., H.0.42/22, f. 1. 
11DuncSaa to Fall, 26 Sept. 1792, a.o. 9S/2 , unf. 
12n,14. 
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demand for goods and services were 'much pleased with the present influx 
13 
of Strangers'. On the other, those poorer inhabitants who lost their 
lodgings to the French and faced rising costs of food and accommodation, 
wanted to get rid of them. 14 
In October 1792, Fall estimated that about five hundred priests wanted 
to transfer to Winchester, but that delays in the project had caused two 
hundred of them to decide to go to Spain instead. 15 By December, the influx 
of soldiers from the army of the French Princes and the return of the fishing 
fleet from Newfoundland had forced further price rises, thus increasing local 
animosity towards the refug~es and causing Fall to wish 'that the number of 
these Emigrants might be diminished by their having some other Asylum allotted 
th , 16 em. 
The behaviour of the emigres also worried Fall. A mob of them 'assaulted' 
a visiting French merchant, tearing the cockade from his hat. The local 
traders feared that they might suffer reprisals when visiting France. Fall 
quelled a move among the natives to petition the government for the removal 
17 
of the emigrants, by promising to ask it to act speedily in the matter. 
Matters worsened in the new year. Prices continued to rise, and Fall told 
Dundas that the animosity of the poor was such 'that the Emigrants are now 
18 · 
often grossly insulted and severely beaten'. The possibility of war with 
France deepened the uneasiness of the islanders about the presence of so many 
French; and Fall continued to press the government to take action to remove 
13
:rall to Dundas, 2 Oct. 1792, ibid. 
14
:rall to Dundas, 28 Dec. 1792, ibid. 
15
ra11 to Dundas, 24 Oct. 1792, ibid. 
16Fall to Nepean, 20 Dec. 1792, ibid.; Fall to Dundas, 23 Dec. 1792, ibid. 
17 ibid The move arose from complaints about Fall to Dund~s, 28 oec. 1792, • 
rising prices: ibid. 
18 
ra11 to Dundas, 10 Jan. 1793, H.O.98/3, unf. 
-, 
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some of them from the island. 19 
In January 1793 the threat of war brought administrative changes to 
the Channel Islands. On 12 January Dundas notified Fail and Lieutenant-Governor 
Brown of Guernsey that he was sending army officers to act as commanders-in-chief 
of the two islands. 20 The subsequent appointments of Colonel James Henry 
21 Craig and Colonel Thomas Dundas to Jersey and Guernsey respectively, 
represented a diminution of the powers of the lieutenants-governor, who 
normally held military as well as civil command of their stations. Fall and 
Brown, both army officers, were upset by the new appointments, but were 
22 forced to accept their authority. The division between civil and military 
functions was inconvenient, so when Lieutenant-Governor Brown died suddenly 
in May 1793, Colonel Dundas offered to assume the duties of his office, and 
23 
the offer was accepted. 
Lieutenant-Governor Fall, in Jersey, lost most by the administrative 
reorganisation. Not only did he lose his military command of the island,. 
but the States declared that the separation of the military and civil 
functions of government was unconstitutional, and resolved that henceforth 
24 
colonel Craig was to be regarded as the Crown's representat~ve in the States. 
Thus Fall was deprived of his seat in the States, and some of his civil 
functions passed to Craig. After a short period of uncertain administrative 
19 
1 
d 16 Jan 1793 ibid An anonymous letter warned Grenville Fa 1 to Oun as, • , • 
h 
it f provisions might cause the poor to revenge themselves 
tat the sicarct y oAn Inhabitant [of Jersey] to Grenville, 28 Jan. 1793, ibid. 
on the em gran s: 
20Dundas to Fall, 12 Jan. 1793, ibid.; Dundas to Li.eut.-Gov. Brown, 
12 Jan. 1792, H.0.99/1, PP• 133•4. 
21A former commissioner on the American LOyalist Claims Board: Norton, 
British-Americans, P• 192. 22 · 
17 
J 179 3 H .o. 9 8/24, unf.; r,eneral H .s. Conway to 
Brown to Nepean, an. 813' unf Dundas, 2S Jan. 1793, H.0.9 , • 
23T. Dundas to Dundas, 17 May 1793, H.o. 99124 , unf. 
24Fall to oundas, 2 March 1793, a.o. 99/ 3, unf. 
demarcation, Craig also asswned most of the responsibility for dealings 
with the refugees. 
Craig shared Fall's desire to remove the refugees from Jersey, but he 
found it difficult to persuade them to leave, as many were tied there by the 
25 debts they had contracted. To make matters worse, emigrants continued to 
arrive early in 1793, some from Holland, others from Brittany. 26 Craig was 
suspicious of the latter, whom he described as people of the lower orders, 
who had left to avoid being drafted into the army. 27 He pointed out that 
'those who are actuated by principle must have quitted the Country long ago', 
and that some 'were known and much abused by several of the old residenters 
28 here'. 
With the outbreak of war, and the quartering of troops, food and 
accommodation became still scarcer and dearer, while the possibility of 
invasion exacerbated hostility towards the refugee French. Craig grew more 
determined to remove them and to institute an 'immediate mode' for supplying 
the island. 29 Local merahants wanted the embargo lifted from traders bound 
from England to Jersey and Guernsey and convoys appointed for the protection 
d . l 30 of future trade, so the States petitioned the Crown accor ing y. In response, 
the government diverted a grain ship to Jersey to relieve the food shortage, 
but did nothing to ensure regular supplies to the island. Dundas was against 
25craig to Dundas, 31 Jan. 1793, ibid. 
26Fall to Dundas, 10 Jan. 1793, ibid.; Craig to [NepeanJ, 3 Feb. 1793, ibid. 
27Ibid. These men formed part of the resistance to the draft which 
resulted in open rebellion in Brittany in March 1793: Godechot, Counter-
Revolution, pp. 212-3. 
28craig to [Nepean], 3 Feb. 1793, H.o.9a/ 3, unf. 
29 craig to Dundas, 13, 21 Feb. 1793, ibid. 
30Fiott de Gruchy & co. to oundas, 26 Feb. 1793, ibid., Petition of the States 
of Jersey to George III, und., ibid. 
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shifting emigrants to England, as he considered the danger of invasion 
to have abated. 31 
Craig forestalled this decision by taking action before it was · 
communicated. In March, when the Bishops of Dol, Treguier and Bayeux told 
him that many of the clergy wanted to leave, but could not afford the passage, 
Craig arranged for nearly three hundred of them to be taken to England 
aboard the two transport ships which had brought troops to the island. Thus 
the clergy were transported at the government's expense, and Craig even 
made sure that if the voyage were unduly prolonged, or the priests destitute, 
they would be supplied from the ships' stores. 32 The government's earlier 
order for the removal of French priests from Alderney, at its expense, may 
h . fl d i ' ' i ' t' 33 ave in uence era gs in tia ive. 
Opinions differed among the islanders over whether or not more refugees 
should be sent away. In March, some natives petitioned Craig for the removal 
of at least some of them, on the grounds of overcrowding, shortages and the 
consequent high prices. 34 However, other inhabitants quickly counter-petitioned 
Craig to allow the refugees to stay, as since their arrival, 
ils se sont conduits d'une manni~re paisible & 
tranquille, et ont enrichi le Pays, par 
l'augmentation du cormnerce, & les Semmes 
d'Argent considerables qu'ils y ont depense. 
Que pour ces raisons, plus leur Situation 
devient deplorable, plus il parait juste de 
les faire jouir des droits de l'hospitalite, 
and afford them the protection which their own country denied them. Besides, 
shortages should be blamed on the war•~ interruption of commerce, not the 
31oundas to Fall, 11, 12 March 1793, ibid. 
32craig to Dundas, 16, 20, 26 March 1793, ibid. 
33Peter Le Mesurier to Nepean, 19 Feb. f 79,? 19fif3; 8{~1ar.1f.' Le Mesurier to La Marche, 4 March 179 ' • 
Peter 
34 . > nclosed in Craig to oundas, 20 March 1793, 
Petition to Col. Craig, 8 1 d t tion that the presence of British HO 98/3 unf The petition fa le omen di 
• • , • ~ th overcrow ng • troops on the island contributeu to 8 · 
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35 
refugees. Craig sent the counter-petition on to Dundas, but expressed 
his contrary opinion in his covering letter. 36 
The French clergy and laity formed two distinct groups on Jersey, 
and Craig concentrated his efforts on removing the former. They formed 
much the larger group: in Mar~h 1793, Fall estimated that there were 2714 
clergy and 1293 laity in Jersey. 37 The clergy's large numbers, and their 
calling, aroused hostility and distrust amongst some of the natives. For 
most of 1793 their good behaviour lessened friction, but tension arose in 
late 1793 and early 1794 over the proselytising activities of Matthieu 
de Gruchy, a Jerseyman who had lived in France and become a priest there, 
before fleeing to Jersey in August 1792. As a native of Jersey, he was 
able to perform his mission there, which the French were barred from doing. 
Tension subsided after he left the island in April 1794.
38 
As it transpired, the laity proved a far less tractable problem than 
the clergy. The main issues were their quarrelsome behaviour, their military 
potential for or ~gainst Jersey, and their growing destitution. One possible 
solution was to recruit them into regiments in British pay, which would 
provide them with income, employment and discipline, and also augment the 
island's defence against possible invasion. But could they be trusted not 
to turn their arms against their hosts, and aid their invading countrymen? 
35Petition to col. Craig, March 1793, enclosed in Craig to Dundas, 
12 April 1793, ibid. 
36craig to Dundas, 12 April 1793, ibid. 
37 f aliens residing in the different parishes .of 
Summary of the lists o the island of Jersey, 1 March 1793, enclosed in Fall to Dundas, 
8 April 1793, ibid. 
38p
0
r a fuller discussion of his activities, see Connell, 'Breton Clergy 
in Jersey', pp. 234-46. 
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One enigr~ who strongly urged that the exiles should be trusted 
with arms was the Comte de Botherel, whose shipment of arms to Jersey had 
caused Fall and Dundas so much alarm in September 1792. 39 As a former 
, , I 
Procureur-General-Syndic des Etats de Bretagne, ·now acting as an agent in 
Britain for the French Princes, he was an important member of the ,migr4 lay 
community. He often acted as its spokesman, with or without its consent. 
Fall thought him interfering, untruthful and unduly fearful of Republican 
persecution. He had rejected as 'extravagant' Botherel's offer to set up 
a committee of Frenchmen to assist the public security of the island, but 
the French nonetheless had set up a committee known as the 'Conseil des 
40 
Doyens', with Botherel as its agent. 
In January 1793, when war seemed ' imminent, and the refugees were 
experiencing increasing difficulty in obtaining funds from France, Botherel 
warned Dundas of the hardships which would affect the refugees if they had 
to leave Jersey and suggested that emigres should be allowed to bear arms in 
41 h' hi . 42 defence of the island. Dundas was tempted, as tis was s main concern. 
Fall was strongly against the idea, claiming that the suspicion and dread 
of the emigrants made it impossible, and saw no valid reasop for them to stay.
43 
Craig took a more moderate view. He saw the practical diff icu1. ties of moving 
them and the sentiment against arming them. He thought it might be possible 
to form a select and •carefully vetted' number into a corps if the rest, 
44 
especially the priests, were disposed elsewhere. 
39 See above, pp. 56-1. 
4°Fall to Dundas, 28, 31 Dec. 1792, H.0.98/2, unf. 
41comte de Botherel to [Dundas], 4 Jan. 1793, H.o. 9913; unf. 
42oundas to Fall, 20 Jan. 1793, ibid. 
43Fall to Dundas, 1 Feb. 1793, ibid. 
44craig to [Nepean], 3 Feb. 1793, ibid. 
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By March, hostilities with France had commenced, and La vendee 
and Brittany were on the brink of open rebellion, s~ the emigres again 
pressed their claims . for active service. The Marquis de Montmuran 45 and 
the Comte du Tresor46 presented Craig with a petition from the laity, asking 
that a number qf young &nigres be allowed to serve in any capacity thought 
47 
necessary. In April the rising in Brittany attracted their interest, and 
Craig reported that about a hundred and fifty young emigres intended to ask 
for permission to go there, taking with them the arms confiscated the 
48 previous September. · Dundas approved the ~dea, and instructed Craig to 
fix upon the best means of landing the said 
Ordinance Arms and Ammunition, and such of the 
Emigrants as may desire it, and of furnishing 
them with such a proportion of Provisions and 
Money as you may conce~ ve to be adequate to their 
immediate wants.49 
on l May, C.omte du Dresnay50 was sent to Jersey 'pour etablier d'accord 
51 
avec le cdt de 1 • !le une correspondence avec la France ' • He was entrusted 
52 
with the selection of agents for the task. Fall had already been asked 
to send scouts along the French coast to collect information on naval 
. 53 preparations. Thus, as in previous Anglo-French wars, Jersey was an 
45 . . · Pierre-Jean-Martial de La Motte, Marquis de Montmuran (l 7~7-1828), who 
served in Jersey in 1793 as a captain in du Dresnay's regiment, fought 
at Quiberon in 1795 ·and returned to France in 1814: Pinasseau, 
46 
47 
Emigration M:llitaire, ii, PP• 155-6. 
Later Colonel of 
Craig to nu~ · 
an ,migr, corps: Burke, Correspondence, ix, p. 72n. 
· 1.rch 1793, H.0.98/3, unf. 
48c , ra .... .J, 15 April 1793, ibid. 
49 
,,_,lndas .., Craig, 28 April 1793, ibid. 
50Louia-Marie-Jmbroise-aend, Comte du oresnay (1741-98), emilg79ra3ted ~n 1791, 
• 1792 passed to England 2 Jan. : Pinasseau, fought in Cona,•s army in , 
Emigration Mili ta ire, ii , P • 2 7 • 
51Ibi4. 
52ifettier, Relations, P • 39 • 
53Ne ean to Fall , 25 oec 1792, H.O. 9812 ' 
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important intelligence centre for the British government; it was to be a 
base for naval operations, for contacts with the rebels in western France 
and for supplying them with money, munitions and men to increase the 
effectiveness of their struggle against the Republic. 
In the meantime, the plight of the laity on Jersey had steadily 
worsened. In February, Craig reported that the emigrants' means of subsistence 
would soon be at an end. He had heard 
that upwards of two hundred families are at 
this moment in great distress & partaking of 
the bounty of the Committee established in London -
what we should do in such a case I have not the 
most distant Idea of.54 
As Thomas' Committee's funds were fast diminishing, the ~migr~s turned to 
the obvious alterpative source: the government. Botherel pointed out to 
Pitt that only the government 'soit dans le cas de nous secourir d'une 
mani~re stable, vraiment efficace, et qui ne pese point sensiblement sur le 
Citoyen', and suggested that it should lend funds to the refugees, to be 
55 
repaid when they regained their estates. In March, nundas told Craig that 
the government had the situation in Jersey in view, 
but any step to be taken either for the relief 
of the Individuals, or of the Island, appears to 
be likely to be attended with so muc-1 1 difficulty 
and embarrassment that nothing has yet been cletermined 
respecting them.st 
In May the committee which had charge of the distribution returned to 
the attack, with a petition to Craig, outlining the laity's plight. There 
• 
were from twelve to fifteen hundred of them on Jersey, forming about a hundred 
54craig to [Nepean], 3 Feb. 1793, H.~.98/3, unf. 
55sotherel to Pitt, 4 Feb. 1793, P.R.0.30/8/114 , ff. 
56nundas to Craig, 12 March 1793, H.O.98/3, unf. 
221-2. 
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families of men, women, children and servants. Most of the families were 
destitute, with no resource other than the relief money. Because of 
dwindling funds, Thomas' Committee had decided to exclude from relief all men 
aged between sixteen and fifty who were capable of bearing arms; this would 
affect three or four hundred men. Presumably this deqision had been made 
because the formation of the emigre regiments in England furnished these men 
with means of employment. However, those in Jersey found it difficult to get 
to England to enlist, so the Jersey 0:>mmittee suggested that an emigre corps 
be formed in Jersey itself. Furthermore, as the funds of the committee in 
London would soon run out, it proposed that the destitute French families 
should be granted a loan of twelve to fifteen thousand livres a month for 
57 their support. Craig transmitted the petition to Dundas, commenting that 
he had 'no doubt that their situation is fully as bad as they represent it 
to be & I confess I am in almost daily apprehension of their being under a 
f • I 58 necessity of asking bread from me, to preserve them rom starving • 
Craig suggested that if the emigr~s were to be employed in the army, 
the sooner the better, as so many were destitute. Besides, he perceived 
amongst them 
the beginning of a Jealousy which may much 
prejudice their efforts, & which nothing is so 
likely to put an end to as their being employed -
it is between the first Emigrants & what is called 
the coalition of Brittanny [sic]• It costs me even 
now some pains to prevent its breaking out. 59 
S7 ~ erancois to Craig, enclosed in Craig to Dundas, Petition of Conti te s: i , b d 24 May 1793 ibid Cha&iel Islands currency was 'livres tourno s , ase 
' • h e rate in December 1793 was 24 to 25 to the 
on French currency. The exc ang _ 31 oec. 1793 H.0.98/4, unf.; pound sterling: see Earl Balcarres to Nepean,£ £600 
this made the amount requested approximately 480 to • 
58craig to Dundas, 24 May 1793, H.0.98/ 3, unf. 
S9 1793 ibid. Hostility between members of diffeTent Craig to Nepean, 28 May , i a recurrent phenoatenon: see E.F. Kunz, 
'vintages' of a refugee movement : 1 nd forms of displacement', 
'The refugee in flight: kinetic mo e 8 8 2 Summer 1~73, p. 139. 
International Migration Review, vii, no. ' 
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Thus, employing the &nigres on Jersey as soldiers would have the triple 
effect of strengthening the d f f e ence o the island against invasion, 
providing some of the emigres 'th wi employment and means of subsistence, and 
quieting the internal quarrels amongst emigre factions. 
In June 1793, when the government reached its decision on the twin 
questions of raising an ~migre corps in Jersey, and 1· · re ieving the destitute, 
there were 1,182 adult French laity on the island. In a return of 16 June, 60 
Craig categorised them as follows: 
Gentlemen 
Men Servants 
Workmen and Labourers 
Gentlewomen 
Maid Servants 
Working Women 
Total 
16-50 years 
377 
139 
66 
Over 50 years 
90 
19 
9 
Total 
467 
158 
75 
252 
197 
33 
1182 
Thus there were 719 gentry, 355 servants and 108 workers, comprised of 
700 men and 482 women. Of the men, 584 were of an age to give military 
service, if able-bodied. For relief purposes, children would have to be 
added to these numbers. 
At first, the government decided favourably on both questions. However, 
when the Comte de Botherel was summoned to hear Pitt's decision in favour 
of the corps, 
he had the modesty to state 'that before they took 
up arms against France, an assurance was expected 
that it was not the intention of this country to 
dismember the French Empire.' 
This proposal, whether it was a condition which 
the Count alone wished to make, or whether it was 
the general sentiment, of course put the negotiation 
totally at an end.61 
60zncloeure in Craig to Nepean, 16 June 1793, a.0. 99/ 4, unf. 
61 [Nepean) to Craig, 23 June 1793, ibid. Craig later reported that the 
di i h db d 
without the concurrence or knowledge of the ,migres 
con ton a een ma e ibid 
on Jersey: , Craig to Nepean, 11 July 1793, • 
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It is to the government's credit that this arrogant intervention did not 
deter it from its intention to offer temporary relief to the distressed 
laity. It had been informed that some 'must absolutely perish for want' 
unless assisted, so the government went ahead, because 
Tho' persons offering such a condition can hardly 
be looked upon as objects proper for public 
attention, yet Mr. Pitt feels that he cannot let 
them strave [sicJ.62 
Craig was authorised to allow three to four hundred of the most wretched 
sixpence a day relief until further notice. He was instructed to make it 
appear that he, not the government, was the benefactor, to draw the necessary 
bills without specifying their purpose, and to advise the Home Office by 
63 private letter . to Nepean. Manifestly, the government was anxious that this 
aid should set no precedent. 
Funds from Thomas' Committee had not ceased entirely. In the first week 
of August it sent £250 to Jersey; men between sixteen and fifty years were 
excluded from sharing in it. Those who did receive it were temporarily 
64 
excluded from Craig's list. Craig made payments from 15 July, and within 
two weeks the number being paid rose from io6 to 237; the cost to the 
government of the first month was £132. 65 By 15 September, the nmnber being 
66 
assisted had risen to 420, and the monthly outlay to £430.16.9. As with the 
clergy, the distribution was made on two lists. ou 0resnay drew up the lists 
and received the money for the Bretons, and du Tr~sor did the same for the 
Normans. 67 
62 [Nepean] to Craig, 23 June 1793, ibid. 
63Ibid. 
64craig to Nepean, 7 Aug. 1793, ibid. 
65 Enclosure in ibid. 
66Enclosure in Craig to Nepean, 21 Sept. 17931 ibid. 
67craig to Nepean, 24 Oct. 1793, ibid. 
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In October, the Earl of Balcarres68 succeeded Craig as Commander-in-
Chief of Jersey, when the latter moved to Guernsey as lieutenant-govemor.69 
This change may have been made to reduce the friction between Fall and Craig 
over division of responsibilities for civil administration and the 
intelligence operations. Matters had come to a _head in August, when a boat 
carrying an agent to France under Fall's instructions was seized by Craig's 
men, and the master and crew brought publicly back to Jersey. Fall was 
incensed by Craig's move to assume control of the correspondence activities, 
particularly as he considered that Craig 
has taken upon himself the Civil as well as the Military functions 
of the Governor here, & that, in consequence, I am precluded from 
exercising those Civil powers intrusted to me by His Majesty ••• 70 
However, Balcarres took c~arge of the correspondence with France when he 
arrived, 71 so Fall's powers were further eroded. 
The government must have changed its mind about forming an €migr~ 
corps in Jersey, for one of Balcarres' first tasks was to muster the 406 
72 
recruits who formed a corps under the leadership of du Dresnay. They 
made an unusual sight when the Earl inspected them: 
Upwards of 40 seemed to have the Croix des. Louis, 2 officers 
having the Rank of Marechal de Camp appeared in the Ranks, This 
with the appearance of Colonels & Presidents of Parliaments 
enrolled as Private Soldiers, made the Scene singular, & 
interesting. 73 
68Alexander Lindsay, sixth Earl of Balcarres (1752-1825), commander of the 
forces in Jersey 1793, Governor of Jamaica 1794-1801; promoted general 
in 1803: D.N.B., xi, PP• 1163-4. 
69 [?] to Craig, 17 Oct. 1793, ibid. 
70F. 11 N 10 Aug 179 3 ibid • Alfred Cob ban, 'The beginning of t:e ~~nn:ie~ies corr~spond~nce, i789-1794', Englis~ Historical Review, 
lxxvii, Jan. 1962, PP • 45-6 • 
71Ibid., p. 46. 
72BaleaTree to Dundas, 28 Oct, 1793, H.0, 98/4, unf. 
73Balcarres to Dundas, 3 Nov. 1793, ibid. 
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Another two hundred emigrants 'are ready to be embodied, but as they are 
workmen & Servants they cannot be enrolled with Messieurs les Emigr&s•, so 
their inspection was deferred.
74 
After ' some unpleasant Jealousies• on the 
island over the arming of the &n.igrfs, the corps was acknowledged to be under 
75 
Balcarres' command, like all other troops there. The emigr,s were recruited 
to join Lord Moira's expedition to Brittany, which took place in December 
1793. '!be expedition failedi it was dependent on the Royalists capturing 
a port, and the Vendean attack on Granville had been routed before Moira• s 
76 
small force reached the Breton coast. 
'rile employment of some six hundred emigr,s by the British Army eased 
11 
their internal squabbles, and reduced the number of destitute French on 
Jersey. In November 1793 the government decided to pay recruits a shilling 
a day until formed into a battalion, when they would be placed on the same 
financial footing as La Chatre's legion, already in British pay. At the 
same time, the government brought payments to the non-military refugees into 
line with those made to the laity in England, as the allowance of sixpence a 
78 
day had proved 'totally inadequate to their subsistence'• Apparently 
Thomas' Committee had pressed for this, for the increase was made retrospective 
to 10 October, • the day on which a promise was made to the Committee, in 
74Ibid. 
75salcarres to Dundas, 15 oec. 1793, ibid. 
76cobban, 'Channel Isles correspondence', P· 45 • 
77 b 1 t mauvais esprit among them', and the Craig had reported 'many tur u en _ 
emergence of a small faction against du oresnay: Craig to Nepean, 
7 Aug. 1793, H.0.98/4, unf. 
78 [Dundas) to Balcarres, 27 Nov. 1793, ibid. 
respect to these Allowances•. 79 
This re-arrangement introduced an important new element into the 
government's relief system. Dundas ordered Balcarres 
to discriminate between the different classes 
of people, for example, each Emigrant bearing 
the character of Gentlemen; to be allowed one 
shilling per day, and each Child and Servant of 
such Person, five shillings per week the same 
. , 
as is allowed in England; and I am commanded to 
authorize your Lordship to adopt this regulation 
for the present in Jersey. 80 
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The wording of this order caused some confusion, as it did not specify 
the rate at which women were to be paid. Balcarres paid them five shillings 
a week initially, but Botherel protested to him that they should be paid 
seven shillings. Balcarres re-examined his instructions, and found nothing 
in them or in the original order to Craig, 'that authorizes us to pay them 
anything', so he requested clarification. 81 Balcarres reported that Botherel, 
whom he described as 'somewhat troublesome & officious', had also expressed 
his opinion that the emigrants were entitled to receive the benefit of the 
82 exchange rate. Balcarres, as Craig had done before him, normally used 
part of this benefit to 'furnish a Room: Clerk: Firing Stationery &c', 
and credited the remainder to the government. Besides, 'a Soldier never 
79Ibid. Thomas• conmittee had run out of funds in September; it asked 
Wilmot' s Committee for help, but it could give none: Baston, ~moires, 
ii, p. 99; Kerbiriou, La Marche, pp. 404-05. It is probable that Thomas' 
Committee then turned to the government for assistance, resulting in the 
increase in allowances to the laity in Jersey, and the settlement for the 
laity in England in December. 
80 coundas] to Balcarres, 27 Nov. 1793, H.0.98/4, unf. 
81salcarres to Nepean, 31 oec. 1793, ibid. The women were paid at the same 
rate as the men from July 1794: see below, P• 287. 
821bid. His opinion of sotherel did not change. Three months later he wrote: 
• I have not a doubt that this Monsr. de Botherel has the cause of His King 
ardently a ·t Heart, but he has much too good an opinion of his own Abilities 
to act squarely with plain men': Balcarres to [?], 23 March 1794, H.0.98/5, unf 
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receives the Benefit of Exchange, & It k a e up that Rule for my Guide'; 
he would need 'an Army of Clerks' if he were to pay individuals the benefit 
83 
of fractions of exchange. Bother l' t' e s sugges ion was not taken up. 
II 
Why did the British government allow itself to be drawn into the 
provision of assistance for the French in Jersey and England? They knew· 
about the growing problem of a group for whose welfare they felt some 
responsibility. They were aware of the possibility that destitute enemy 
nationals might be driven to betray Jersey to their Republican countrymen, 
in a bid for their own survival. Besides, the aid was only a temporary 
expedient, pending the expected imminent defeat of France. 
The government's actions in Jersey should also be viewed in the context 
of the whole refugee question. Ministers, citizens and French exiles alike 
seem to have expected that the British would help the French, whether by 
private charity or public assistance. This attitude was clearly enunciated 
as early as September 1792 by Lieutenant-Governor Trigge of Portsmouth, 
when reporting an influx of refugees: 
If they continue here, their Subsistence must 
become a national concern1 either to be furnished 
by Government, or by means of a general national 
Subscription: without one of these measures, 
they have no other prospect than starving, whi~~ 
in this Country, will I trust not be suffered. 
In the same month, as has been seen, Dundas was annoyed by a direct approach 
to him from La Marche, in which the latter made several specific requests for 
83Balcarres to Nepean, 31 nee. 1793, H.o. 9914, unf. 
84Trigge to [Dundas?], l3 Sept. 1792, H.0.42/21, ff. 539-40. 
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help from the government. 85 Dundas preferred to hold official conmwiications 
wi th Wilmot's Committee, rather than informal ones with the Bishop, 
for otherwise I perceive We shall very soon be 
implicated to take a more executive part in the 
business than We intend, and one of the material 
benefits to be derived from the shape of a 
subscription which the subject had assumed, was 
to avoid that direct interference on the part of 
government. If another system is to be adopted 
I would wish it to be done on due consideration, 
and not to be inadvertently drawn into it.86 
If the government did not want the refugees to starve, but preferred not 
to assume responsibility for their care unless it had to, then its course of 
action made good sense. On the one hand it tried to keep the charitable 
effort going for as long as possible, by responding favourably to the 
Committees' requests for help with accommodation and schemes for sending 
refugees abroad, and by approving the collection in the Anglican parishes. 
In all these cases, the charities could be seen as the prime movers. On the 
other hand, the government tried not to be seen to be giving direct aid to 
the refugees, as when Dundas instructed Fall and Craig not to remove refugees 
87 from Jersey under government auspices. Even when the government did assist 
the Jersey laity in June 1793, it was anxious that its role in the grant 
should be kept secret. 
While the government was attempting to resist involvement in refugee 
welfare, public officials, 88 members of the relief committees and the French 
thenselves were trying to draw it in. Experienced politicians such as Burke, 
Wi lmot and Buckingham knew the value of approaching the government with specific 
85La Marche to Dundas, 24 Sept. 1792, ibid., f. 612• 
86Dundas to [?}, 25 Sept. 1792, ibid., ff. 626- 7• 
87 See above p. 232. 
88 Richmond, Fall, Craig and Balcarres. For example, Hood, Trigge, 
requests for aid, such as the many concerning 
Wilmot's Conunittee and Thomas' Committee both 
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the colony at Winchester. 
turned to the government 
when in financial diffi~ulties, as being the only body able to provide 
funds on the necessary scale. The French, too, did not hesitate to ask 
the government for help. t e nisters, Of the many exiles who wrote to h mi 
two were particularly important: the Bishop of St Pol de Leon and the 
Comte de Botherel. Not only were they men of rank themselves, but they 
also spoke for others: La Marche for the clergy and Botherel for the 
laity. In an age of patronage and pressure groups, the French refugees 
were well served by their advocates, French and British alike. 
Why was it thought likely that the government would help, if 
confronted directly by the refugee problem? For one thing, the 
government could not deny that assistance to the refugees came within 
its area of competence, as there was ample precedent for it over the 
past hundt'ed years. In 1689 Queen Mary made a grant to the Huguenots 
out of the privy purse, and payments were still being made in 1793. 
The pt'esence of papers relating to this grant among the ~migr€ relief 
89 
records suggests that public servants were aware of this precedent. 
In 1756, Acadian refugees from Canada arrived in England; at Fox's 
instigation, the government made them a small allowance for the seven 
90 years that they stayed. In 1764 the government aided German 
91 
Palatinate refugees with a grant of land in America, and the Ordinance 
92 
Office provided them with tents until their embarkation. Most recent 
89eopy of a warrant elated 20 July 1696, A.0.3/903 [1796], unf.; Shaw, 
'Relief of Protestant refugees', PP• 667-8. 
9oNaomi Griffiths, 'Acadians in exile: the experiences of the Acadians in the British seaports', Acadiensis, iv, no. 1, Autumn 1974, PP• 69-
70, 72-3. 
91 -Proceedin s of the Conunittee A ointed for Relievin 
the Poor Germans 
(London, 1765), PP• vii-viii. 
92M. Dorothy George, London Life in the Eighteenth Century (1st pub. 1925; 
Harmondsworth, 1965), P• 139. 
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was the extensive assistance d d accor e to the American Loyalists by 
the government aft~r 1782, by both lump sum payments and pensions.93 
Yet the British government did not assist all refugee groups. 94 
Refugees needed some claim to the benevolence of government, aid was 
not theirs by right. These claims are easy to see in the cases 
mentioned above. The Huguenots and the Palatine refugees were 
Protestants fleeing Catholic persecution. The Acadians were French 
residents of Nova Scotia whom the British authorities deported in 
1755 because they doubted their allegiance in the case of war with 
France. The arrival of over a thousand of them in Britain caused 
some embarrassment, as they were British subjects, but potential 
supporters of France. The government settled on the expedient of 
treating them as prisoners of war, while paying them a maint~nance 
95 allowance, so government support was a mixed blessing. The govern-
ment was even able to recoup some of its outlay in 1763 when the 
French government agreed to accept the remaining Acadians and to 
96 
reimburse the British for part of their maintenance costs. 'lbe 
French government was generous towards them, so the Acadians gained 
97 
some benefit from th~ir dual nationality. The American Loyalists, 
of course were in exile because of their support for the British 
, 
93 See above, p. 22. 
94For the treatment of Jewish refugees in the eighteenth century see 
George, London Life, pp. 132-8. Also, see below, P• 391. 
95Griffiths~ 'Acadians in exile', PP• 67-73; Shelby T. McCloy, 
Government Assistance in Ei hteenth C~ntu France (Durham, N.C., 
1946). pp. 369-71. Also, see below, PP• 390-1. 
96Ibid.t P• 371. 
97The French spent about 4,500,000 livres on them in 1763-78, on 
pensions end settlement schemes, and pensions continued into the 
1790s: ibid., p. 383. See also ibid., PP• 372-83. 
• 
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cause in the War of Independence and received id 
, more generous a than 
any other refugee group. 
The French exiles of the 1790s, however, were Catholic, and 
Britain owed them nothing. The nature of the group, and the particular 
circumstances of late 1793, provide the most likely explanations for 
the government's generosity. Surely the ministers' sympathies lay with 
France's dispossessed 'establishment', which included aristocrats and 
prominent officials: their French counterparts, their social equals, 
and often their friends, relatives and acquaintances. Even the French 
Catholic clergy, representatives of a detested Church, could be seen 
as victims of a worse phenomenon: irreligion. If one believed, with 
Burke, 'that religion is the basis of civil society•,98 then the 
Revolutionary persecution of the Catholic Church in France was an 
attack on the foundations of the state and society. The active support 
given to the French clergy by their Anglican counterparts suggests a 
rallying to the defence of Christianity in the face of atheism. 
Dr Ballenger sees the Anglican Church as seizing the opportunity to 
underline its role as the National Church and to demonstrate the 
99 
interdependence of Church and state in English society. · 
Moreover, the French exiles were symbolic as victims of the 
Revolution, and had irmnense propaganda value as such. Britain's 
establishment, of which the ministers were an integral part, had an 
enormous stake in the fight against all the Revolution stood for. 
The Revolution was an attack on religion, privilege, property and 
power, whether political, economic or social. Burke said of the 
English: 'We fear God; we look with awe to kings; with affection 
98surke, Reflections, P• 186. 
99Bellenger, 'French ecclesiastical exilee', P• 35 • 
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to parliaments; with duty to magi$trates; with reverence to priests; 
and with respect to nobility'.lOO He feared the consequences of a loss 
of respect for these pillars of English society - and so did they. If 
the revolution so feared by the British b esta lishment ever took place, 
its members had the most to lose, and would be the firs
t to face the 
road to exile and to seek succour in a foreign land. 
Exiles such as the French, because of their background, 
also 
understood the workings of pressure and patronage, as w
itness La Marche 
and Botherel, and had far greater access to men of influ
ence than most 
other disadvantaged groups in society. Dundas certainl
y realised the 
danger of the government being drawn into aiding the Fr
ench, despite 
101 
its intention to the contrary, and he was right to b
e wary of such 
an eventuality, as government intervention did follow f
rom ad hoc 
responses to specific approaches in particular circums
tances. 
'Ibe crucial period in the government's major .decision on refugee 
welfare was September to December 1793, when the two ma
jor relief 
organisations negotiated with the government for its fi
nancial support. 
At this time the govemment had an increasing general i
nvolvement with 
the French Royalists in Britain and elsewhere. By Dece
mber, La Chatre's 
corps was fighting under the British flag in Flanders, 
and du Dresnay ' s 
corps was sailing for Brittany, to join the Royalist rebels whom Britain
 
was supplying with money and munitions. British forces
 had occupied 
Toulon, an anti-Republican stronghold which had volunta
rily surrendered 
itself to British and Spanish forces on 27 August 1793. 
TIie government 
was also involved in negotiations with the Royalists in
 St Domingo for 
100 Burke, Reflections, p. 182. 
101 See above, p. 248. 
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its surrender to the British. 102 Th e French Royalists and emigrants 
were allies ·of Britain in the fight against Repul,lican France, so their 
goodwill may have been a desirable object for the government at the time. 
The government was also still optimistic that its ~ngagement 
with ~he enemy on so many fronts would soon result in a crushing defeat 
for the Republicans, thus allowing th~ refugees to return to France. 
The 'temporary' nature of the relief payments may indeed be the key to 
the government's initial acceptance of the financial burden involved. 
Had the ministers foreseen the duration of the war, the escalation of 
the numbers seeking relief, and an annual outlay which rose to over 
cost y solution might well have been sought £250,000 in 1798, l0
3 a less 1 
more vigorously. 
In the absence of any clear statement from the government on 
why it decided to grant financial aid to the refugees, the reasons 
advanced must be conjectural, but the fact remains that it did decide 
favourably. There are some indications that the decision of December 
1793 was part of a more general move to settle the problem of French 
refugee relief. In October the Treasury approved the measures adopted 
by Lieutenant-Governor Bruce of Dominica, for 'affording Relief to the 
French Emigrants from the Island of Martinico' •
104 
In November, the 
government brought the system of allowances to the laity i~ Jersey 
into line with those to the laity in England, after consultation with 
'l1lomas' Committee. As the latter bad exhausted most of its funds by 
• 
. . 
Sep~ember, it is possible . that the government was making interim 
102sums, West Indies, P• 564. 
103see below, p • 393. 
104aose to Lt Gov. Bruce, ·7 Oct. 1793, T. 27/43 , P• 
441
• 
#' 
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e ore t e arrangement was concluded allowances to the laity in England, b f h 
whereby Wilmot's Co~ittee undertook to administer payments to them as 
well as the clergy. The ministry seems to have made some kind of 
decision in principle to assist needy French refugees within British 
jurisdiction. 
If the government did undertake to assist the refugees, the 
fom of assistance had to be considered. When the plight of the 
refugees in Jersey was brought before the government, it settled on 
the expedient of making a small, temporaey allowance to those in need. 
'The distribution machinery was already in existence, and its supervision 
was entrusted to Craig, as an additional function of his office. With 
the clergy, the government was specifically asked to provide funds for 
an existing organisation, Wi~mot's Committee, in which the English 
connnittee members had held responsibility for supervision, policy and 
general financial mattem, while French ecclesiastics and interested 
Englishmen distributed its funds under La ·Marche's management. The 
government responded directly to each case, and both expedients had 
the virtue that the government was neither initiating nor directly 
maintaining an administrative structure, its role being confined to 
providing funds and making decisions on policy, When settling the 
case of 'Thomas' Conmdttee, the goveTnment chose to entrust the care 
of the laity to Wilmot's Committee, the more viable of the two, thus 
rationalising administration of the problem, The extensive use of 
unpaid labour by Wilmot's Committee and the Jersey Committee kept 
adod.nistrative costs low, so that a high proportion of the financial 
allocations would go directly towards relieving the needs of the 
refugees. 
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The exten~ to which the govemment was a responsive rather 
than an initiating body is cle 1 h b aT Y sown y the divergence of the funding 
of the · laity in Jersey from that of those laity and clergy managed 
by WillJlOt's Committee from December 1793. In Jersey, because the 
laity were asking for both military employment and relief, they 
directed their petition to Craig, the Commander-in-Chief. Craig 
passed the petition on to Henry Dundas in his capacity as ministeT 
responsible for the conduct of the war, and hence Craig's superior, 
rather than in his capacity as minister responsible for the Channel 
Islands. Thus funds for these refugees came from funds for 'war 
extraordinaries', rather than the civil list. 
On the other hand, most of Wilmot's Committee's dealings with 
the government in 1792-3 were with Pitt and the Treasury, through 
negotiations on sending priests to Canada, on the collection in the 
Anglican parishes~and most of all, on the repairs to the King's House 
at Winchester. When the Cottnnittee ran out of funds, it was to the 
Treasury that it tumed for assistance, and the Treasury responded 
to this initiative. 'lbe monthly sum granted therefore came from the 
civil list. This division, arising from the government'~ ad hoc 
method of response, later caused accounting diffic'4ties and a 
disruption of payments to the French evacuated from the Channel Islands 
in 1796. 105 
In conclusion, I would suggest that the British government 
did have a policy on assistance to the French refugees, one implicit 
in its actions rather than explicit in its statements. This policy 
the Britis
h government might stand as benefactor 
was an acceptance that 
WS See Chapter 8. 
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in the last resort to 'deserving' French refugees who could find no 
other means of support, but that this role should be avoided if 
possible. It offered employment in the ~migr4 corps to able-bodied 
laymen, thus reducing the potential relief bill. The government's 
stance was obviously discussed in cabinet in 1792, but in the event 
it was probably decided between Pitt and Dundas, the two ministers 
most concerned, who had close political and personal ties. Even so, 
the govemnent's acquisition of responsibility for particular groups 
of refugees seems to have followed a pattern of ad hoc responses to 
specific pressures, with little co-ordination between departments; this 
106 
pattern continued after 1793. 
106 detailed discussion of British treatment of 
See Chapter 11 for a from the late seventeenth century 
successive waves of refugees 
until the Second World War. 
CHAPTER 7 
THE EXPANSION OF REFUGEE RELIEF IN ENGLAND, 
JERSEY AND THE MEDITERRANEAN, 1794-6 
I 
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If Wilmot's Committee ever thought that their troubles were over 
once the government had agreed to provide a grant for the welfare of French 
refugees, they were soon disillusioned. Responsibility for the French laity 
in England rendered administration much more difficult. Their numbers rose 
much more rapidly than the clergy's, and they moved on and off the lists 
more frequently, according to employment opportunities, military status and 
general he~~th. This, and the different rates of allowances to them according 
to age, sex and rank, made bookkeeping more complicated. They were less 
easily disciplined than the clergy, and lacked the advantage of an acknowledged 
leader, such as the clergy had in La Marche. The French Princes might have 
provided such leadership, but none of them resided in England until Artois 
came to London in 1799. 1 
Administration of lay relief was added to the existing structure, so 
no whole~ale re-organisation was needed. On 19 December 17~3, four members 
of Wilmot's committee formed a separate executive commit~ee to superintend 
lay relief. Wilmot, Pepperell and Metcalfe were three of the most active 
members of the parent committee, . while Jenkinson was valued for his ministerial 
connections. However, Jenkin$on attended only the first four meetings, so the 
others effectively ran the Laity committee for almost three years. Wilmot's 
Committee, also known as the 'English Committee', handled policy, general 
1 See below, p. 365 
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bus iness, and all matters pertaining to the clergy. Funds when received 
we re paid into separate clergy and laity accounts at Wright• s Bank. The 
Bishop of St Pol de ~on supervised the distribution for both Committees, 
and the existing distribution networks for both laity and clergy were 
retained. 2 This meant that laity funds passed through the hands of the French 
committee, which also advised on questions of identity and eligibility. 
Diagrammatically, the flow of funds went roughly as follows: 
Laity Commit-tee 
_,, 
French Committee 
l Laity in England 
FIGURE 1 
Parliament 
1 
Treasury 
(civil list) 
l 
Wilmot's Committee 
(English committee) 
_,,La Marche 
Grandclos (London) 
and r eal agents 
Clergy in England 
Le Mintier and Cheyr (Jersey) 
Clergy in Jersey 
h system of distribution,, and in the 
La Marche obviously held a key position in t e 
He was also the de facto head of the 
flow of information in both directions. 
i nally approached the government 
c lergy in Britain, and in that role he occas 0 
directly. 
2Minutes 19 Dec. 1793, B.M. Add. ~s 185921 PP• 
7
-s. 
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The continuing increase in th e number of applicants for relief, 
and the tardiness of the Treasury in se d' n ing the monthly grants, led Wilmot's 
committee to badger the Treasury for larger grants and payment of arrears. 
The nwnbers on the relief lists to December 3 1976 show the scale of the 
problem: 
Month 
1793 
December 
1794 
March 
June 
September 
December 
1795 
March 
June 
September 
December 
1796 
March 
June 
September 
December 
Clergy 
4012 
4073 
4295 
4658 
4689 
4725 
4751 
4853 
Laity 
( general list) 
405 
545 
629* 
1018* 
1851 
1998 
2123 
2298 
1941 
2035 
2069 
2011 
The applicants were new arrivals in the kingdom, and refugees who had spent 
the money they had brought, or had lost their means of support. 
4 
In December 1793 the government set its grants at £7,830 per month for 
the support of 4,008 clergy, and £560 for 375 laity.
5 
By 23 January 1794 the 
Laity Committee had 450 refugees on its lists, and thought that at least £800 
per month was needed. After requesting a list of the laity needing relief, the 
'1 reasury increased their grant to fl, 000, and re-imbursed La Marche for his extra 
3 For the clergy see ibid., passim, for the laity see T.93/29 and T.93/30 
passim; for figures marked with an asterisk see Mi~utes 23 July, 6 Nov. 1794, 
T • 93/1 , unf. 
4 This includes people whose patrons could no longer support them. 
5 Treasury Minutes, 12 vec. 1793, T.29/66, PP• 252-3• 
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6 
outlay in the preceding two months, but warned that it considered the whole 
grant to clergy and laity 'as temporary, and only issued, until some 
arrangement can be formed for the disposal of the Persons who are at present 
the objects of Relief•. 7 
The evacuation of Holland was the main cause of the increase in 
numbers, and the influx continued into 1795. In July 1794 La ~1arche reported to 
the Laity Committee that the French invasion of the Lowlands, the soldiers 
drawn to England by talk of the formation of a new French corps and the arrival 
of several families from Jersey had caused increased demands on the Committee's 
resources, and he estimated that an additional £500 per month was needed to 
8 
meet expenses. The Committee despatched La Marche' s report to the Treasury, 
which delayed for a month, then sent the report back to the Committee for 
its opinion. Exasperated, Wilmot retorted that the ·committee had already 
endorsed the report, had asked for the increase from 1 August, and had 
suffered from the delay in its despatch. Moreover, he pointed out, the main 
Committee had not asked for a larger grant, although the number of clergy 
had increased since the evacuation of Brabant, and the habitual tardiness of 
the monthly grant had forced the Committee to operate on credit.
9 
In a hasty 
postscript, Wilmot wrote that destitute families newly-arrived from Holland 
10 
and Jersey made 'additional assistance' imperative. The government then 
granted fl,500 a month from September, not August, but Wilmot ?lanaged to 
get it backdated. 11 
6Minutes 23 _Jan., 13 Feb. 1794, T.93/1, unf.; Long to Clergy Committee, 
25 Feb. 1794 , ibid. The lists were drawn up by La Marche and Baron de Nantiat. 
7Ibid. 
8Minutea 23 Jul 1794 , ibid. The military evacuees included many with u~ealed 
wounds, brokenylimbs and hemias induced by the weight of military packs. ibid. 
9 Wilmot to Long, 31 Aug. 1794, ibid. 
10 'd Postecrip~, l sept. 1794, ibi • 
11 1794 ibid 1 Minutes 6 Nov. 1794, ibid. Wilinot and Pepperell to tong, 16 Sept. ' • 
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Wilmot's cowittA's r equests for larger grants continued unabated. 
on 6 November 1794 i t compiled a statement intended for the Treasury, showing 
how unforeseen contingencies had enlarged the number of laity needing relief 
from 946 in August to 1266 in November. The invasion of 'Brabant, Gueldre, 
Hol land and the Electorates' had sent a new wave of refugees to England. 
Remittances from estates in Guadeloupe and St Domingo had ceased. Sick and 
wounded emigre soldiers, sent by the Duke of York to Chelsea Hospital, turned 
.-
to the Committee upon their discharge. Emigres who came to England to enlist, 
but were not accepted, often became ill and penniless. Finally, many ~migre 
soldiers waiting to embark for the Channel Islands were destitute and in need 
of temporary assistance. The Laity Committee wanted an extra £500 per month· 
12 
and payment of arrears. Wilmot's Committee also requested a larger grant 
for the clergy. In response, the government agreed to raise the laity grant 
to £2,000 and the clergy grant to £9,00o. 13 But the stream of refugees 
continued. on 2 March 1795 the Marchioness of Buckingham asked Pitt to 
answer La Marche' s renewed pleas for more money to help the 499 refugees who had 
applied for relief in the past month. She described their plight: 
most of them escaped from Holland frost-bitten, 
sick, wounded, and without one shilling; of this 
number many would have died for want of the 
coarsest food, but for the assistance of 
indi~iduals, and of a charity which has been 
entrusted to me, and which, unfortunately 
for my peace of mind has made me ac~ainted 
with the horrors of their situation •14 
Many would have died within two days, had not her husband given the Bishop 
d 15 Her intercession was successful; enough to supply their immediate nee s. 
12 Ibi d. 
13 Minutes 20 Nov. 1794, 16 April 1795, B.M. Add. Minutes 4 Dec. 1794, ibid.; 
Ms 18592, pp. 81, 111-2. 
14 2 March [1795) (wrongly dated [1794)), Marchionese of Buckingham to Pitt, 
P.R.0.30/8/117, ff. 156-7. 
15Ibid, 
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Pitt granted the extra £1,000 sought by La Marche, bringing the monthly laity 
grant to £3,00o. 16 
On 9 November 1795 Wilmot's Committee made its last major submission 
for oore funds. It pointed out that since the last augmentation the clergy 
l ist had increased by 746 to 5154 and the laity list by 524 to 2295. La Marche 
had estimated that a further fl,500 a month for the clergy and £750 for the 
laity were needed to meet expenses. Moreover, the current two months' 
arrears in payments were causing great hardships among the refugees, while 
the clergy in Jersey had asked for an increase in their allowances to cover 
the high cost of provisions there. 17 Despite repeated pleas,18 the Treasury 
made no definite reply until 22 January 1796, when it refused the increase, 
forbade the addition of any more refugees to the lists and recommended that 
19 
the Committee should reduce the numbers already supported. In April it 
did allow the Committee to admit some thirty or forty 'deserving cases' to 
the lists on the promise that this could be done from existing funds, but 
it reiterated the hope that the heavy expense could be reduced as quickly 
20 
as possible. 
The Treasury's decision is not difficult to understand. A recapitulation 
of the s~ccessive augmentations of the monthly grants shows how quickly they 
had risen to an amount far in excess of the Treasury's expectations: 
16 Minutes 5 March 1795, T.93/1, unf. 
17 9 Nov. 1795, B.M. Add. Ms 18592, Wilmot, Pepperell and Metcalfe to Long, 
pp. 135-40; Minutes 5 Nov. 1795, ibid., PP• 132-3; Minutes 5 Nov. 1795, 
T.93/1, unf. 
18 
La Marche 
Committee 
p. 144; La 
pp. 150-4. 
t fPitt?] 19 Nov 31 Dec. 1795, P.R.0.30/8/151, ff. 202, 205; 
o ' ,· T ., to LOng 26 Nov - 1795, B.M. Add. Ms 18592, 
at Freemasons avern , • 
Marche to Committee at Freemasons' Tavern, 16 Dec. 1795, ibid., 
19Long to Wilmot, Pepperell and Metcalfe, 22 Jan. 1796 , ibid., PP• 168- 9• 
20 6 T.93/8, f. 4•, tong to Wilmot, 28 April 1796, Wilmot to Long, 29 March 179, 
B.M. Add. Ms 18592, PP• 245-6. 
1793 
December 
1794 
February 
September 
December 
1795 
March 
Clergy 
£7,830 
£7,830 
£7,830 
£9,000 
£9,000 
Laity 
£560 
£1,000 
£1,soo 
.£2,000 
£3,000 
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Special Total 
fa, 390 
£8,830 
£soo £9,830 
£soo £11,soo 
£soo £12,soo 
From the time of the last rise, the government paid Wilmot's committee an 
annual grant of £144,600 for the refugees in its care. Nor was this the only 
such grant: the government made separate grants to the laity in Jersey, the 
Toulonese refugees in England, the Toulonese refugees in the Mediterranean 
.and some French refugees in the West Indies. 21 The French refugees were a 
costly and unwanted burden. 
Afeer tne _summer of 1795, they were also unpromising allies. Britain's 
hopes of ~sing emigre troops to establish a bridgehead on the French coast 
were smashed by the deb!cle at Quiberon, where Hoche routed the arrogant, 
quarrelsome emigr6a. The British government lost confidence _in the military 
efficacy of the mnigr,s, and henceforth offered them less military employment. 22 
However, Quiberon finally convinced the government that its 'temporary' 
burden of refugees was likely to be lon9-laating, for there was no longer any 
immediate prospect of victozy over the Republicans. This probably influenced 
i t s decision to freeze the grant to WillllOt' s Cammi ttee. Quibemn also marked 
a turning point for the refu9ee co•unity and the relief committees. For the 
21see vouchers for payment of relief to 'old, Infirm and distressed French 
Royalists' in Jamaica, from 1 Oct. 1795, in A.0.3/905. For a grant of over 
£2,000 for provisions 'furnished to French Emigrants in the Island of 
Antigua•, see Treasury Minutes, 19 March 1796, T.29/69, P• 61. 
22The British used some ,m1gr,s in Portugal and the West Indies: Burke, 
Correspondence, ix, pp. 71-2; also, see above, PP• 50-l. 
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former , it blighted hopes of an early return to F h" ranee, wile the toll of 
dead, maimed and sick amongst the soldiers further dispirited them and made 
the task of surviving in exile more difficult. 
For Wilmot's Committee, the increased number of disabled men, the rise 
in numbers of widows and orphans and the reduction in military employment for 
the emigres, meant that the calls on its funds were greater than ever. These 
reasons underlay its request for more funds in late 1795. The Treasury's 
act i on in refusing to raise the grant, requesting instead a curtailment of 
expenditure, was a serious blow to the Committee. It now found itself 
working within a new set of constraints. Instead of distributing ever-increasing 
sums, it now had to husband inadequate resources and make harsh choices 
be tween competing demands. 
Expenditure came under three main heads: administrative costs, secours 
d . . d d' . 23 or inaire an secours extraor inaire~ The wide use of voluntary labour 
kept administrative costs down; most of the outlay was on office expenses. 
The French Committee met in Nassau Street, Soho, in a room hired for six and 
a half guineas a month. 24 Wilmot's Committee and the Laity Committee met at 
Mrs Silburne's house from March 1794. La Marche lived there, the joint secretary 
had his office there, and it was the headquarters for the distribution of 
ecclesiastical relief. Wilmot's committee paid the cost .of lighting, heating, 
office expenses, and the wages of a full-time secretary and an unspecified 
number of clerks. Theodore John Hester was secretary until early 179-6, when he 
25 
was replaced by George Hughes at the lower salary of .ElS per quarter. In 1795 
~3 These were the terms normally used by the committee, even when writing 
in English. 
24 See Minutes 6 Nov. 1794, T.93/1, unf. 
25 dd M 18592 185 186 Hester may have Minutes 3, 10 March 1796, B.M. A • 9 , PP• ' • 
been dismissed for embezzlement. In August 1796 the Committee suggested 
releasing Hester from prison 'on his giving the only Security in his P:~r 
for the Balance of the Debt due from him to the crown' : Hughes to J • te' 
9 - Aug . 1796, T.93/8, f. 17. 
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office expenses averaged £31.3.4~ a month. 26 
The secours ordinaire, the regular monthly allowances to the 
refugees, took the major part of both monthly grants. The clergy were 
' paid two rates, bishops ten guineas a month and the other clergy two 
guineas every thirty-five days. When the government refused to increase 
its grants further, the clergy offered to accept lower allowances so that 
more laity could be retained on the lists; thus from 1 February 1796, 
the bishops received only eight guineas and the clergy allowances were 
27 paid every thirty-eight days. The laity allowances were more 
28 complicated. · In ~1arch 1794 the monthly rates were set as follows: 
Men 14 to 16 and over 50 £1.11.6 
Women over 14 1.11.6 
Children under 14 1.02.0. 
Servants el~gible for relief ,1.02.0 
Widowers or men with sick wives, 1.11.6 
who have children 
Men 16 to 50 who are sick or Various 
infirm 
In March 1796 the allowance to servants and children was lowered to 
29 £1.1.0 per month. 
In 1794 La Marche successfully petitioned Pitt for an extra 
monthly grant of £500 to pay special allowances to high-ranking 
26see monthly accounts in B.M. Add. Ms 18592 , passim. 
27Minutes 11 Feb. 1796, ibid., PP• l77- 81 • 
28 / f Rates for men aged sixteen to 
Minutes 19 March 1794, :~:tr!: ::r~ set at an 'appropriate scale', 
fifty who were sick or certificates: ibid. 
on the basis of their medical 
f h F ench Conmdttee', 29
see 'Rules & Regulations forAdthde ~1:;~;,0 PP~ ;09:14. 
Minutes 24 March 1796, B.M. • 
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magistrates and naval officers H d 
• e propose a sliding scale ranging 
from £25 for the 'premier president' of the Parlement de Bretagne and 
the 'Commandant de Marine' to £5 for 'conseilleurs' and senior Captains; 
the li~ts would co i mpr se twenty-seven magistrates and twenty-six naval 
30 
officers. By April 1796, and probably rather earlie~ than that, 
Wilmot's Conmdttee was paying special allowances to 'the Officers 
lately attached to the Army of Lord Moira•. 31 Early documentation 
is scarce,·but the numbers supported (and presumably the grant) grew, 
particularly after the reduction of most of ~migr~ corps in 1796-7. 
By December 1797, the Committee was paying 100 magistrates, 63 army 
officers and 37 naval officers; Charles de Barentin, 32 the Due de 
Harcourt33 and ·the Comte de La Grandi~re34 administered the respective 
lists. 35 
The amount paid in secours extraordinaire varied according to 
the funds available after the monthly allowances had been paid, and 
30 
31 
The original proposal is probably that shown in La Marche 's 'Note 
Particul~re', und., P.R.0.30/8/151, f. 212; Pitt had approved the 
grants by 6 October 1794: La Marche to [Pitt], 6 Oct. 1794, ibid., 
f. 196. 
Minutes 28 April 1796, B.M. Add. Ms 18592, f. 241. On this occasion, 
Long and Ramus of the Treasury had advanced the officers £600 against 
the forthcoming Treasury Warrant to the Committee: ibid. Moira 
(Francis Rawdon-Hastings, second Earl of Moira (1754-1826), later 
first Marquis of Hastings) commanded the ~migr~ expedition to Brittany 
in 1793, and the reinforcements under the Duke of York in Flanders in 
1794: D.N.B., ix, pp. 117-22. 
32Charles-Louia-PTan9ois de Paule de Barentin (1738-1819), former 
Chancellor of France: D.B.F., v, PP• 435-8. 
33The French Harcourts lived at Staines in a house provided by the 
' ni d l'E~mi i English Harcourts: Comte d' Haussonville, Souve rs e grat on 
et du Premier Empire', ~vue des Deux Mandes, xxv, Jan. 1878, P• 103. 
34Charles-Mar:le Comte de La Grandi~re (1729-1812), rear-admiral, 
emigrated 1792, served in· the Army of the Princes 1792 and with 
Lord Moiu in 1794, returned to France in 1802: Pinasseau, imtgration 
Militaire, i1, pp. 91-2. 
35Laity Accounts, December 1797, T.93/2, f. 40. 
the calls on those funds. It was an umbrella for such items as clothing, 
medical and educational expenses, burials and payments to refugees leaving 
the country. It could -also be used to assist temporarily people who were 
ineligible for normal relief, such as soldiers who were waiting to join 
36 
the ~migr, corps. This system of paying such expenses from the residue 
of funds meant that it was the first area to suffer when funds were tight. 
In December 1795 La Marche pointed out that the call on funds for 
allowances was such that 
il ne reste plus rien pour fournier aux frais 
d'Hopitaux, de remedes et de maladies. 
Quelle Cruelle alternative! ou oter le pain aux 
personnes en sante ou laisser les malades sans 
secours! on n'y pense pas sans _premier.37 
,,,. 'The Committee did try to preserve its medical benefits when it pruned 
expenditure in 1796. 
Clothing and medical care were the two most expensive items of 
' secours extraordinaire dur~ng 1794. The Cotpmittee preferred to provide 
the articles of clothing, or the materials with w}:lich to make them, than 
38 give cash allowances. This cut cos ts, and prevented the money from 
being used for other purposes by the refugees. At first, the mnthly 
allocation to the clergy was usually under £100, but at a meeting on 
4 June 1794, the Committee decided to expend some of its i:eserves 
39 
on clothing, to meet a desperate need among many clergy. In that 
month, the Connnittee paid ove! £1,000 to clothe 1641 clergy and spent 
. . 
·a further £200 to £400 a month, until it. called a six month moratorium 
36Minut~s 19 March 1794, T.93/1, unf. 
37La Marche to Committee at Freemasons' Tavern, 16 Dec. 1795, B~M. Add. 
Ms 18592,. p. 151" 
'38Committee at Freemasons, Tavern to Bishops of '.Criguier and Bayeux, 
6' Feb. 1794, ibid., PP• 26-7 • 
39 nmd at F ... eemasons' Tavern, 2 June 1794, Wilmot to Chairman of Co ttee ,. 
i~id.,. pp. ~0-3; Minutes 4 June 1794, ibid., P• 53. 
• 
·. 
on such expenditure from 1 April 179s.40 Grants for clothing remained 
small thereafter, because of the critical shortage of funds. 
Medical care was a continuing and growing drain on funds. It was 
proffered in several ways. Most refugees needing treatment were tended by 
doctors outside the hospitals. Some English doctors treated them, and 
received a monthly allowance from the Committee if the volume of patients 
41 
warranted it. Several French doctors tended the refugees for an extra 
42 guinea a month over their relief allowances. Lubersac lists four English 
doctors, thirteen French doctors and one French dentist who tended refugees 
in London, and I can add at least one name to each group, without counting 
the . apothecaries who dispensed advice with their medicines, so that the 
medical services ·were quite extensive.43 
Middlesex Hospital continued to take the majority of hospital cases 
amongst the refugees; in 1794 it increased its charges to ten shillings a 
week. 44 Special cases were dealt with separately. In 1796 the go\7emors 
.,. 
of the British Lying-in Hospital in Brownlow· Street offered 'to receive a 
number of Lying-in-Women, Refugees' •45 Later, a 'Ladies Connnittee' founded 
46 
a small maternity clinic for the ~migrees. Deranged refugees who could not be 
40 Accounts for June in Minutes 9 July 1794, ibid., pp. 5 7-8; Minutes 12 Feb. 
1795, ibid., p. 98. Many clergy had been forced to emigrate in non-clericai 1. 
garb, 90 their clothes{were a motley collection, often of poor quality: ibid • 
41For example, Mr o. Ryan was g~anted two guineas a month for his services: 
Minutes 2 3 July 1794, T. 9 3/1, unf • 
~
2Minutes 21 April 1796, B.M. Add. Ms 18592, P• 239. 
43tubersac lists as English doctors: Reynold~, Nihell [Neill?], Bishop and 
Poignan (accoucheur)· and as French doctors: Forestier, Gilly, Lejay, 
Loizel Toutain le P~re Elisie, tomenie, Chavemac, Philibert,, ~mbled 
( ' ' .J l Cugnony and de Ch~mant (dentist): Lubersac, . accoucheur), Macartan, o Y, h fi t list and Adam to the second., 
Journal, pp. 24-5. Ryan can be added to t e rs 
44 . h 1794 B.M. Add. Ms 18592, P• 41; B. Vaughan to La Marche • 25 Marc , 
Minutes 2 April 1794, ibid. , P • 42 • 
45 · 98 Minutee 24 March 1796, ibid. , P • 1 • 
46 See below, p. 269. 
• 
269 
cared for at home were sent to asylums such as Bethlehem, Hoxton or st Luke• s, 
although the need for an English guarantor for entry to the first, and the 
cost of the second, restricted the number sent.47 The placement of some at 
St Luke's in Old Street was at the suggestion of the Bishop of Ely ,48 who 
49 
was one of its governors. Elderly refugees who could neither look after 
themselves nor be cared for by relatives or friends were farmed out to 
volunteer families for fifteen shillings a week, or to priests for 'a moderate 
s tipend', while their allowances would be used partially to defray costs.50 
These measures were supplemented from 1795 by the efforts of another 
'Ladies' Committee' of Englishwomen, under the patronage of the Duchess of 
York, set up 'pour secourir les . dames Fran9oises emigr~es malades, ou en_ 
couche, et qui se trouvoit hors d'etat de pourvoir, elles-memes, a leurs 
51 pressans besoins' • Their efforts to raise money were moderately successful, 
and the funds were used to provide clothing, food, medicines and dressings 
f or both sexes. However, the call on their resources in the winter of 1795-6 
was so great that at a meeting in March 1796, held at the home of La Marche., 
52 they decided to limit their activities to refugee women alone. 
Lady Buckingham, Mrs Crewe and the Countess of Mount-Etlgecumbe had 
taken the lead when the Committee was set up in 1795, but in 1796 a new 
executiye committee was formed, composed of the ijon. Ariana Egerton (President), 
I 
Lady Marie churchill, Miss Francis and Juliana Angerstein.
53 
LIL Marche and Walker ' · 
47 
Wilkinson, • French moigr6s' , P• 266·. 
48James Yorke, fifth sf'n of the first Earl of Hardwicke: D.N.B., xxi, p. 1265. 
49 7 Minutes 24 March 1796, B.M. Add. Ms 18592, P• 20 • 
• 
50 
Wilkinson, 'French 4mi.grtis', .pp. 
f amilies were French or English, 
264-5. She does not specify whether the 
but probably they were the former. 
.s1 
Lubersac, Journal, pp. 79-80. 
52 
Ibid. , pp. 82-4. 
53Ibid. , pp. 80, 86. 
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King provided the links with Wilmot's Committee. The Ladies' Committee 
had three areas of operation: raising funds, ascertaining particular needs 
through investigation and aiding the women by furnishing 'des lits, les 
frais de couches, des v&tements et de l'argent•.54 The active involvement 
of the ladies in visiting the Frenchwomen, their investigation of cases and 
their formulation of policy put them to the forefront of the movement towards 
more active and independent involvement of women in charity work. Frank 
Prochaska describes them as the first policy-making ladies' committee in 
England since 1102?5 
The education of refugee children did not fit neatly into the pattern 
of Wilmot's Committee's administration, as the first moves came from outside 
the Committee, and it had no direct control over policy or expenditure. 
The first effective moves to establish schools, early in 1796, were sparked 
off by a desire to assist the orphans left by emigre soldiers, particularly 
those killed at Quiberon. In March, on a visit to La Marche, the Bishop of Ely 
suggested setting up schools in the areas whe~e refugees congregated, where 
French children could be fed, clothed, and taught by unpaid priests, who 
would receive food and heating. 56 The same month, the Ladies' Committee 
proposed a plan for a school for French girls; this was the one that Wilm:>t 
mentioned to the Bishop of Ely in April. 5 7 The school was run by Maria 
58 
Macnamara, a member of the Ladies' Cammi ttee and a friend of Lady Buckingham. 
54 Ibid. , P. 84 • See also Wilkinson, 'French emigres' , P~ • 55 3-5 • 
35F.K. Prochaska, 'Women in English philanthropy 1790-1830', International 
Review of social History, xix, no. 3, 1974, p. 430. He notes that seventeen 
ladies' conunittees were established between 1795 and 1830, so it was in the 
vanguard· of a new trend. 
56Minutes 24 March 1796, B.M. Add. Ms 18592, PP• 206- 7• 
57 
Minutes 17 March 1796, 
28 April 1796, T.93/8, 
ibid., p. 1931 Wilmot to the Bishop of Ely, 
f. 9. 
58 
See below, pp. 361, 364. 
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The most important and lasting venture, however, was the boys, school at 
Penn, in Buckinghamshire, proposed by Burke in February 1796. He deplored 
the situation of the children of French gentlemen: 
They are growing up in poverty and wretchedness; 
inevitably mixed with children of the lowest of 
the people, in the miserable lanes and alleys of 
London, in which the poverty of their parents 
obliges them to reside. From wretchedness and 
bad company, the transition is easy to desper at e 
vice and wretchedness. In this bad society they 
grow up without any sort of education.59 
If they ever returned to France they would be 'utterly incapable of filling 
up their place in society' , and if they stayed in exile, they would be 
'nothing less than trained to Botany Bay or the Gallows' •60 
Burke proposed that sixty boys, preferably officers' sons, should be 
housed and taught in a house at Penn, which was then leased by the Barrack 
Master General. The school would be financed by a government grant of £1,000 
to furnish it, a monthly grant of £so thereafter from war extraordinaries61 
and the receipt from Wilmot's Committee of the boys' normal month1y allowances. 
62 Buckingham, Grenville, Portland and he would act as trustees. 
Buckingham passed Burke's proposals on t;o Pitt, who agreed to them 
63 . 
in substance, and the first pupils arrived in April. Burke thought that the 
selection of courses, pupils and teachers should be left to the French, and 
consulted La Marche accordingly. Unfortunately; he did not agree with La !i'..arche 's ideas 1 
on any of the~e matters, and disliked Abbe Jean-Marin Maraine, who asswned 
59 
'Burke• s Proposal for a school at Penn•, 26. Feb. 1796, Edmund Burke, .!!!!. 
Correspondence of Edmund Burke ed. R.B. McDowell, vol. viii (Cambridge , 
1969) , p. 396. 
60 
Ibid. 
61
aecause the boys' fathers had served in the emigrd regiments. 
62
, for a School at Penn', 26 Feb. 1796, Burke, Correspondence, Burke's Proposal 
viii , p. 397. 
63
auckingham to Pitt, 11 March 1796, P.R.O.30/8/117, ff. 80~~ Buckingham 
to Burke, 24 March 1796, Burke, Correspondence, viii, P• • 
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charge of the school, so he did interfere, despite his intentions tQ the 
64 
contrary. The school lasted until 1820, when Abbe Maraine and his remaining 
65 
pupils returned to France. Wilmot's Conunittee had little to do with Penn, 
except to forward the monthly allowances of the pupils, but the fact that 
several of its members were trustees kept it in touch with affairs there. 
In 1796, when Wilmot' s Conu,d ttee considered ways and means of reducing 
expenditure, one obvious method was to prune the relief lists. Thus conditions 
of eligibility, always important, became crucial. Before this time, regulations 
drawn up by the Committee emphasised that applicants must be French, have 
emigrated 'pour la Cause de leur Religion et de leur Roi', have shown themselves 
to be loyal and of good conduct, and to be in genuine need of assistance.66 
When ~riests from the Low Countries arrived in 1794, they were not admitted 
initially to the relief lists, as the Committee considered that its brief 
extended only to those forced to seek refuge in 1792-3.67 Even when they 
were admitted, it was contingent 'upon their finding proper Certificates of 
their being obliged to Emigrate to this Country in consequence of the Rebellion 
68 in France' , and a similar condition was applied to the laity from Li~ge. 
At the request of Bishop Douglass, the rule on nationality was relaxed in 1795 
to allow fifty-three English nuns who had fled from Dunkirk and Gravelines to 
receive relief. 69 clergy relief went only to clergy in orders, two priests 
64aurke to Mrs Crewe, 26 Feb. 1796, ibid., pp. 394-57 Burke to LaMarche, [28 March 
1796), ibid., pp. 448-50; Burke to W. King, [April 1796], ibid., PP• 460-1. 
For further discussion of these disputes, see below, p. 363. 
65 Plasse, Clerg~ Franyais, ii, P• 60. 
66Minutes 9 July 1794, 26 Feb. 1795, T.93/1, unf. 
67 dd Ms 18592 p 59 They were offered temporary Minutes 9 July 1794, B.M. A • , • • 
relief from the private fund, however: ibid. 
eaM. inutea 
69 Minutes 
9 April 1795, ibid., P• 109; Minutes 9 April 
14 May 1795, B.M. Add. Ms 18592, P• 115. 
1795, T.93/1, unf. 
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who abjured the Catholic faith were struck off the clergy lists at La Marche, 8 
70 
request. 
Wilmot's Conunittee's first act in trimming the lists was to take off 
those clergy, including the nuns, who had arrived after 1 November 1794 • 71 
Reducing the numbers on the laity list was ioore difficult, both because the 
rules governing their eligibility were more complicated, and because their 
numbers were less stable than those of the clergy. But at a meeting on 
24 March 1796 the Committee adopted a new set of 'Rules & Regulations for 
the Guidance of the French Committee' in deciding on eligibility. 72 With 
modifications and additions, these remained the basis for decisions until at 
least 1803. The new regulations excluded people who had emigrated b~fore 1791, 
those who .were not in absolute want and all healthy men aged between sixteen 
73 
and fifty. • Absolute want' was defined .as being without money or means of 
support to the amount of two guineas a month 1 those earning less than this 
could have the amount supplemented up to two guineas a month. Cases of sickness 
were to be investigated carefully, and applicants under forty whose infirmity 
did not require 'constant or immediate assistance' were to take last precedence 
74 
on the lists. 
~ome of the :mpst interesting clauses and practices related to servants. 
They qualified for relief in their: own right only when old or sick, othexwise, 
they were considered as part of a household rather than as individuals. 
70 Minut~s 26 Nov. 1795 , ibid., p. 145. However, one was readmitted on the 
grounds that he was now a Protestant clergyman: Minu~s 11 Feb., 24 March 
1796, ibid., pp. 181-2, 195. 
71 
Minutes 28 Jan. 1796, ibid., 
government aid for the nuns: 
i, pp. 26-7. 
p. 169. Douglass requested and was ~anted 
Entry January 1796, w.O.A., Dougla~s Diary, 
72 209 14 'l'he rules were drawn Minutes 24 March 1796, B .M. Add. Ms 18592, PP• - • 
up by Wilmot, with assistance from Buckingham and Rev. Dr Gregory: Minutes 
10 March 1796, ibid., p. 187. 
73 
These rules merely codified existing practice. 
74 2 209-14, rules 1-s, a. 
'Rules & Regulations ••• ', B.M. Add. Ms 1859, PP• 
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consequently, most rules applied to the employers : single people were given 
no allowance for a servant, and families allowed only for one; French male 
servants were excluded, and French female servants must be employed ahead 
of English ones. The Committee could make exceptions in all these cases, but 
no English menservants were allowed at all. An employer whose means amounted 
to £3.3.0 a month had to pay for one of his servants, and two when he had 
fs. o.o a month or more. This rule was amended soon after, so that a master 
had to support one of his servants for every £4.0.0 of income. 75 The clergy 
were subject to the same rules. 76 
The rules on servants sound rather confusing, but are less so when 
related to actual practice. Female servants who had emigrated with a particular 
master or family and had remained with them since might continue to do so. 
A French servant without a patron might be allocated to a family or person who 
needed domestic help, usually large households, those with aged or sick members 
or those with several small children. In a sense, servants were a benefit 
conferred on those in need, thereby supplementing the welfare care available. 
People on the lists received their money by household, rather than individually. 
The head of the household would ·report to the qommittee, and receive a sum 
calculated according to the number of people in his household who were on the 
l ists . A servant, unless old or sick, did not directly receive his allowance; 
the head received it, and was expected then to maintain the servant. 'l'hus 
there was the unusual situation whereby a servant worked for a paYntent which 
he did not get, while his master received both the servant's labour and 
al lowance. on the other hand, servants and artisans could find employment and 
75Ibid. , rules 10-141 Minutes 7 April 1796, ibid., P• 227• 
76 
Ibid. , p. 226-. 
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survive on a low income more easily than the aristocrats, and servants often 
r emained in households even when age or illness made them more a burden than 
a benefit. 
Early in 1796 Wilmot's Committee appointed Rev. John Lettice to review 
the l aity list and implement the new rules.77 Most of the 252 men aged sixteen 
· 78 
to fo r ty were sent to be medically examined; of the first 124 examined, 73 
were declared fit for service, 29 temporarily unfit and 22 incapable of future 
service . Out of 461 servants then on the list, Lettice rejected 215: 102 
Frenchmen, 49 Frenchwomen and 64 Englishwomen. A further 22 people were dead 
or now able to support themselves, so that Lettice was able to cull 310 people 
79 
from the lists. Sixty-four appealed against Lettice's decisions, and he 
t endered abstracts of their memorials, together with his opinions on the cases, 
80 
to the English Committee for final arbitration. Thereafter the procedure 
for applications required that petitions went first to the French Committee, 
which prepared abstracts of the cases on the basis of the petitions, enquiries 
and interviews. Lettice reviewed the cases and made provisional rulings, before 
referring the cases to the English Committee for decisions. It in turn referred 
difficult cases to the Treasury. The French Connnittee deputised one of its 
members to attend the weekly meetings of the English Committee, to present 
'such special cases as they may wish to lay before the C·ommittee and to give 
necessary explanations on the Memorials &c.•. 81 The English Committee sometimes 
asked applicants to appear before it in person. 
77Minutes 18 Feb., 17 March 1796, ibid., PP· 183, 192. 
7R i ted by the Committee See below, pp. 277. 283. 
·~sually by a doctor appo n • 
79Minutes 14 April 1796, B.M. Add. Ms 18592, PP• 230-l. 
8() . 
Minute• 21 April 
memorials , March 
1796, ibid., p. 238. For the cases, see Minutes of 
and April 1796, in T.93/S4 , ff. l-l6• 
81 
Minutes 28 April 1796, B.M. Add. Ms 18592 1 PP• 244-S• 
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This machinery was the administrative area which nv::>st clearly reflected 
Willll)t • s experience as a commissioner adjudicating American Loyalist claims. 
He and his fellow-commissioner, Daniel Parker Coke, had based their judgements 
on information gained through personal interviews with the applicants, and that 
supplied by the Board of Loyalist Agents, of which Pepperell was Chairman for 
a time. 
82 
Wilmot' s Committee used the French in much the same way. Wilmot 
and Coke had had three main considerations when making judgements on the 
Loyalists: loyalty and service to the crown, loss of property or income 
and present needs 
cornerstone - the 
and circumstances. 83 Wil11Dt wanted • to make Loyalty the 
84 groundwork of the whole' and he later wrote that 'the first 
object of the Enquiry was the Loyalty and conduct of the Claimant, which was 
85 justly considered as the most essential of all' • Obviously, the criterion 
of loss of property or income did not apply in the case of the French, but 
Wilmot• s Committee judged applicants on their loyalty to the ·deposed French 
monarchy, their conduct in exile and their present material circumstances. 
The French Committee disliked the new regulations. It asked the English 
86 Cammi ttee to relax those on masters and servants, but was unsuccessful. 
In April 1796 its president, Gen~ral de Martagne, objected that the exclusion 
of able-bodied men under fifty without dependents meant that many former . 
officers •etre obli9's d'aller se ranger comme simples volontaires sous des 
ordres de ceux de leur compatriotes qui peut etre servoient auparavant sous leur: 
ordres, • 87 The English committee advised him to take up the matter with the 
8
~rton, British-Americans, pp. 114, 192-3. 
83 Ibid., p. 116. 
84il h E ell -Wilmt Historical View of the Commission ~or Enquiripg 
o n a~ ey . , . d Claims of the American Loyalists (London, the LOsses, Services, an , 
p. 43. 
85Ibid., p. 51. 
into 
1815), 
i h Committee 22 March 1796, B.M. Add. Ms 18592, 86G&neral de Martagne to Engl s ' 
p. 220. 
87Martaqne to Enqlish Couanitte , 11 April 1796 , ibid.' PP, 232- 3• 
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government. The French Committee's treasurer, the Comte de Novion, 
suggested that the grant to artisans and servants be limited to £200 
and the surplus then 'be divided among Superior Officers, Old persons 
above 70 Years of Age, or [those] who are afflicted with Illness' .'88 
To its credit, the English Conmdttee refused to entertain the notion, 
pointing out that the allowances were based on a bare subsistence level 
for each person, so it was not 'dans l'~tat de pouvoir proportioner les 
Secours selon des differents Range'. Besides, any savings accruing 
from the revision of the lists would be used to help new arrivals from 
89 abroad and the increasing number of children. . Charles de Bat:entin, . 
the premier French magistrate alll?ng the exiles in Britain, seems to 
have been no more successful in his bid to have high-ranking 
- 90 
magistrates excused from service. 
In May 1796 the French Committee asked for a precise ruling 
on the admission of refugees from Brabant and Holland and asked that 
two French doctors be appointed to conduct the required medical 
examinations, at a fee of two guineas over and above their monthly 
allowances. The English Committee ruled that non-French refugees 
already on the lists could stay, but that no new ones would be 
admitte~; it left the appointment of the doctors, at the suggested 
91 fee, to the discretion of the French Committee. The English Committee was 
prepared to accept any reasonable suggestion from the French, but consistently 
88.u.nutes 14 April 1796, ibid., P• 233. 
89 d N vi 15 April 1796, T.93/8, ff. 7-8. English Committee to Comte e o on, 
90Minutes 21 April 1796, B.M. Add. Ms 18592, P • 238 • 
9lmnutes 12, 26 May 1796, ibid., PP• 254 ; 256- 7• 
showed itself unwilling to confer any further privileges on the higher-
ranking refugees. 
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Not only did Wilmot's COllllittee trim the existing lists, but in July 
1796 it refused to entertain any further applications for relief, although it 
did tell the French Committee to keep a list of people whom it judged eligible 
for relief, to be admitted in order when future vacancies arose.92 In effect, 
this froze the number of places on the lists, and created a waiting list of 
approved applicants; this in tum stabilised expenditure and made budgeting 
easier. 
We can glimpse the working of the rules in the scrappy reports on 
particular cases in the Committee's records. 93 Applicants had first to prove 
their identity through referees. This requirement produced some problems. 
Madame Le Maistre, a tailor's wife, could not find two people who had known her 
in Paris, and so was refused admission to the lists.94 One referee and his 
family were suspended because he had 'fait admettre une Personne, aux secours, 
dont les principes ne luy donnoient pas droit'. When his dependents asked 
to be reinstated, the Committee decided · that they should not be penalised for 
95 the man's •imprudence', and readmitted them. 
The rule on nationality was complicated by French refugees who married 
British subjects. on Lattice• s request, Wilm::>t made a ruling to the effect that 
they would not be excluded, ·unless they thereby gained means of support, but 
92
Ruling 21 July 1796, T.93/54, f. 54/93. 
93Although there is a substantial collection of relief memorials both for 
tnglan4 and Jersey, there is little record of the decisions made, or the 
reasons for those decisions. The booklets in T.93/54 record the abstracts 
of petitions, the decisions, and often their basis, so they are particularly 
useful. 
9L, 93; 54 f 58/2 See also w. Strickland M inutea of memorials, March 1796, T • , • • 
to Freeman, 16 June 1796, T.93/52, f. 254. 
95 / Memorial abstract, 2 oec. 1796, T.93/54, f. 54 9• 
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that the spouses and children woul,d not be eligible for relief. Wilmot 
thought that the children of an Englishman and a Frenchwoman could have no 
claim, and that those of Frenchmen and Englishwomen should be excluded on 
'the Strong presumption, of the connexion formed in this country producing 
the means of their Subsistence•.96 There were no apparent grounds for the 
'presumption' of means of support, and the rule was particularly hard on the 
women of the Channel Islands who married Frenchmen. The English Committee 
rejected the application of Martha Gifford of Guernsey who had marr~ed the 
Chevalier St Colombe, used all her resources to enaJ:>le him to cross to Brittany 
to join the RoyAlists, and had been left destitute with a young baby to 
97 
support. A French 4§migr, was a poor matrimonial bargain for an Englishwoman, 
unless she could afford to support them both. The rule might also apply to 
other non-French spouses. 98 
Illegitimate children of ~migr,es were deemed ineligible for relief, 
as they could be charged to the parish, which would ~provide for the Child, 
and prosecute the Father; making him pay, if he is able, the Fine due for 
his incontinence•.99 The mothers themselves were likely to be excluded as 
failing the requirement for 'good conduct'. Am~lie Le Gros came to England 
with the comtesse de La Tour, left her for health reasons, then 'Elle s'est 
laiss, debauch6 ou a eu le Malheur de Succomber - a eu un Enfant', was now 
incapable of heavy work and had been struck off the lists. A similar case was 
96 Minutes 21, 28 April 1796, B.M. Add. Ms 18592, PP• 238, 242-3• 
97Memorial abstract, [ca June 1796), T.93/54, f. 54/ 69 • 
9 Bs f 1 h case of Madame de Fray, a Dutchwoman: ee , or examp e, t e 
abstract, 5 May 1796, il>id., f. 54/31. 
Memorial 
99Minutes 26 May 1796, a.M. Add. Ms 18592, P• 258• 
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Rose Perault, who had been 'morally sinful•, but was now repentant. The 
English Committee decided to be lenient in these two cases, and assigned 
them to Madame de Mancini, who would be paid for them.100 Good conduct was 
judged in other ways. Phillippine de ~rais, a servant, was denied relief 
despite ill-health because her employers 'ne veuler pas certifier sa conduite•~Ol 
The Committee refused to reinstate a wo,,\c!n who was ~truck off • comme tenant 
une Maison de Jeu•. 102 
The Committee's jud~ements reflected i tJ disapproval of applicants who 
behaved badly or seemed disincl ined to wo.rk. A valet's young wife who claimed 
relief on the grounds of ill-hea,~, wa 5 noted as 'ayant l'air d'une meilleur 
Sant~ qu'elle n'avoue & on croi t ~u'alle a des liaisons qui contribuent Asa 
subsistance•, and rejected as being young and capable of finding work.lOJ 
The C:>mmittee refused the request of a :-1c1tchmaker's wife to be paid at a 
higher rate and it 'recoDmande a Mr D'Artenat de faire mieux de son Metier 
pour lui m&ne et son [~p]ouse•.104 A ~rench physician's wife was struck from 
the list because she was Dutch, and Lettice noted that 'She refused to do 
anything for he~ Self'. She applied to be re-admitted because of ill-health 
and submitted a certificate of good conduct from her former employers. A note 
on the petition observed that. • I understand She behaved very improperly at the 
Office, refusing to work - & I am privately informed she is only a Dutch Jewess'. 
lOOMemorial abstracts [ca Dec. 1796], T.93/54, f. 54/13. La Marche had earlier 
described Madame de Mancini as •an Active Agent in dispensing the Bounty 
& Charity of t..his Country to the Emigrant Females & Children': Minutes 
21 April 1796, B.M. Add. Ms 18592, PP• 239-40. 
101Memorial abstract [ca nee. 1796], T.93/54, f. 54/ 11~ 
102Memorial abstract, 21 July 179~, ibid., f. 54191- 2• 
103Minutea of memorials, March and April 1796, ibid., f. 58/ 12• 
l04Memorial abstract, (21 July 1796?], ibid., . f. 54/ 92- 3• 
• 
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. 
The English Committee rejectecl the petition after ordering further enquiries 
into her health and ability to work.lOS Elizabeth Gilbert, an English 
schoolteacher. who had fled Calais, protested at being classed as a domestic 
and asked for a higher rate1 this was refused, as 'Being an Englishwoman & 
having been a School Mistress She might and Should get into Employ• •106 
Some applicants aspired to higher status on the lists. A letter on 
behalf of a woman who had been reclassified as bourgeoise pointed out that as 
she was 'the grand Daughter of the celebrated Lawyer Philippe aux and the wife 
107 
of a Chevalier de St. Louis, therefore she is not a Bourgeoisie' • She was 
reinstated, as was the ~migre from 'une famille Distinguee, qui depuis un terns 
immemorial n' a fai t. aucun Espece de Commerse' , who now found himself 'Separe 
et COnfondu Dans La Classe des Domestiques', at an allowance too low to live 
· 108 
on . Baron de Nantiat supported his case, which probably helped. 
Petitioners frequently asked to be allocated a servant, but were rarely 
successful. Single people stood little chance 1 when the Comtesse de Boucey 
de Gast~ asked to be readmitted and granted a servant on account of her 
delicate health, she was readmitted, but the petition was marked: 'Le Comite 
est £ache de ne pouvoir accorder de Domestique ou Servante a ?es personnes 
Seules que dans les cas de Maladies Graves'. Applicants needed good cases: 
the Marquis de Monbrun was granted a servant to tend his sick mother-in-law, 
because his wife had four children to manage, the family slept on the floor 
109 
and he was unable to clothe the children• such was his poverty. Baron de 
lOSMetnorial abstract, und., ibid., f. 54/39- 4o. 
lOGMemorial of Elizabeth Gilbert, 23 May 1796, ibid.' f • 48/ 39 • 
107 M. Ryan to c. Butler, 9 May 1796, ibid.' f. 48/11. 
108 Memorial of Jayac de Lagarde, 6 June 1 796, ibid. , f. 48/61. .. 
109 . Memorial 
Memorial 
of comtesse de Boucey de Gast,, 8 June ~796, ibid., f. 48/143; 
of Marquis de Monbrun, 15 June 1.796, ibid., f. 48/162. 
I • 
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Feuchin had had one of his servants struck off. He had five children aged 
. 
three to eight, and his wife lived away from horn~, being in· 'l'etat malheureuse...,. 
Lettice rejected his appeal to have the servant reinstated, 
because his wife did not live wi' th hi'm. H owever, the English Committee 
de Folie'. 
reversed this decision on the grounds 
. que si Madame etoit au Sein de sa famille une Servante 
ou Domestique seroit accorde - & vft que Madame n 'y est 
pas pour veiller aux petits so ins des Enfants - la 
Servante dans ces egards pourroit bien etre censee 
remplacer Madame et il s' en suit de consequence qu' un 
Domestique quelconque soi t accord~ .110 
The rules and regulatio~s set up by the English Committee performed 
the important functions of giving consistency to its decisions on applications, 
and forming · a buffer between the Committee members and the human misery with 
which they constantly dealt. They had limited funds to disburse, and every 
case was a record of the applicant's unhappy circumstances. In examining cases, 
they were constant in their view of the main principles of their brief: to 
aid victims of the Revolution who were in genuine want and worthy of assistance. 
Inevitably, individuals suffered from being excluded, but to be fair to the 
Committee, it did not create hardships, it merely failed to relieve them. The 
differential rates of allowances did penalise the lower orders, partly for 
. 
pragmatic reasons, but on the other hand, the largest group to be excluded 
from relief were men fit for military service, most of them gentlemen. 
This group posed several problems for the Laity Committee. Able-bodied 
men were excluded on the grounds that they could enlist, but not all were 
accepted into the army, and the number in service fluctuated according to the 
army's needs. The division of responsibility between the Laity Committee and 
the war office for men who were wounded or discharged was ill-defined and 
110 
Petition abstract, und., ibid., f • 54/40-1 • 
• 
f • 
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confusing. The War Of £ice provided little for the wounded beyond temporary 
care at Chelsea Hospital. In 1794 Windham, the newly-appointed Secretary at 
War, thought that nothing more could be done • but to supply them for the time 
from the General Emigrant fund' • 111 The Committee did receive them until its 
financial crisis in 1795; thereafter it kept a closer check on the fitness of 
men aged sixteen to fifty, and struck off its lists those whom it found fit 
11~ 
to serve. :Its review of the lists gave rise to a more formal system of 
medical examinations. The Committee appointed William Hollings, a physician, 
to ex~ine male patients in London, and it asked chief magistrates in towns 
where refugees resided to find a local doctor willing to conduct examinations. 113 
The procedure followed was that a French doctor would send a patient and his 
opinion on the case to H0llings, who would examine him, add his own opinion 
and send the report showing both opinions to the Committee for its decision! 14 
There was no right of appeal, but if a person declared fit by Hollings were 
rejected by military doctors on seeking to enlist, he could be re-admitted to 
\ 
1 . f 115 re 1.e • Men wounded on active service could 'be received among the Invalids 
of La Chatre • •116 After the Committee closed its lists to new applicants, it 
seems to have come to an arrangement with the War Office whereby it administered 
relief to wounded &nigre soldiers, using funds supplied by the War Office on a 
per capita basis. 117 The War Office gave soldiers from disbanded regiments six 
to eight months severance pay, and some were entitled to a free passage to the 
1\ 
Ill [Windham] to Portland, und. [received 3 Aug. 1794), H.0.98/5, unf. 
112taMarche to !Windham], und. {received 14 April 1795], B.M. Add. Ms 37858, f. 302; 
Metcalfe and Pepperell to French Committee, l.6 April 1795, T.93/1, unf.; 
Hughes to French committee, 8 Dec. 1796, T.93/8, f. 25. 
113Hughes to chief Magistrates in sundry places, 30 March 1796, T.93/8, f. 151 
Minutes 7, 21 April 1796, B.M. Add. Ms 18592, PP• 225-6, 239. 
114see medical reports, T.93/54, f. 54/156-80. 
ll5Minutes 28 April 1796, B.M. Add. Ms 18592, pp. 243-4. 
116
aughes to Woodford, 29 June 1796, T.9J/S, PP• 13- 14• 
117 
• 
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Continent. Men who had not served, but who wished to go to the continent 
to .join the Prince de Conde, might ·also receive a free passage from the war 
Office. The Committee agreed to grant a small sum to assist such men. 118 
One special group under the care of Wilmot's CGmmittee remains to be • 
mentioned: the seven hundred French priests in the King's House at Winchester. 
Numbers remained stable, but the cost of supporting the inmates rose sharply 
from early in 1795, as England's grain sqortage forced up the price of bread, 
and prices generally rose in turn. In May 1796 Wilmot complained that the 
per capital expense at Winchester exceeded the allowance given to a refugee 
living in London~ 119 As might be expected, the Committee tried to prune 
expenditure at Winchester by reviewing costs: Wilmot visited Winchester in 
May to re-negotiate agreements with local tradesmen, but continuing rises 
soon eroded the gains. 120 
One particular account had aroused Wilmot's wrath early in 1796, and 
provides a possible explanation for the the dismissal of the secretary, Theodore 
Hester, at about that time. 121 Thomas Dean, a Winchester brewer, complained 
that he could no longer afford to carry the Committee's accumulated debt of 
£2,400 and asked for more regular remittances. Hester had 
always informed him that 'the Arrears complained of 
were owing to the Monthly Allowance granted by 
Government not being regularly receiv'd, but that 
he hoped shortly tp have it in his Power to send 
sufficient to discharge the whole•. 122 
118woodford to committee at Freemasons' Tavern, 22 March 1796, B.M. Add. Ms 
18592, p. 196; Hughes to Woodford, 29 June 1796, T.93/8, PP• 13-14. 
119
wilmot •to Corbin, 14 May 1796, T.93/8, f. 10. 
l20Wilmot to Martin, 11 Feb. 1796, B.M. Add. Ms 18592, pp. 175-61 Minutes 
31 May 1796, ibid., p. 259; Corbin to [Wilmot?], 10 June 1796, T.93/53, f. 226. 
12 1aester went to prison for a debt to the government, which suggeat s th8t 
he may have embezzled funds from the Committee. If so, the ~izt! of the 
Winchester debt and the length of the arrears suggest that Winchester funds 
may have been involved. See above, P• 264-
122.;r. Dean to [Wilmot?], 30 Jan. 1796, T.93/47b, f. 14l0. 
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Beer was obviously a large item of expenditure: February's bill was 
123 
£276.6.0 for 11,052 gallons, representing a daily consumption of four 
pints a head for the Winchester colony. Little wonder that Wilmot had 
suggested a reduction in the allowance of beer to the priests. 124 
Including the deficiency in beer payments, there was a shortfall of 
over £5,000 in the Winchester accounts early in 1796. Corbin explained that 
debts to this am:>unt had accrued over the past two years, 'for want of a 
Sufficient Sum from the Committee, to discharge the Monthly accounts'; 125 
he had obtained credit from those best able to afford it, one of whom was 
the brewer, presumably. Wilmot ordered Corbin to send all monthly accounts 
and letters to him in future, and made arrangements to reduce the debts 
progressively. 126 The total monthly grant to the clergy was only £9,000, 
so a debt of £5,000 was a disaster, particularly as it came hard on the heels 
of the government's firm stand against further increases in the grants. 
Money was not the only problem. Between January and April 1796 the 
relief connnittee received several complaints about the conduct of the priests 
in Winchester. Jacques Couvet was accused of trying to convert Protestants 
to the Roman Catholic faith, and some local citizens objected_ to ordinations 
at .the King's ffouse and the printing and distribution of religious tracts by 
the clergy. Two Anglican ministers, Dr Sturges and Dr Brownlow North, the 
Bishop of Winchester, investigated the complaints. Sturges reported that the 
ordinations had been of French novices, not new recruits, as had been feared. 
123 Ibid., f. 1582. 
124Wilmot to Martin, 11 Feb. 1796, B.M. Add. Ms 18592, pp. 175-6. 
125 corbin to [Wilmot?], 2 Feb. 1796, T.93/53, f. 204. 
I 
126Ibid.; Corbin to [Wilmot?], 27 Jan. 1796, ibid., f. 203; Corbin to 
[Wilmot?], 27 Feb. 1796, ibid., f. 208. 
286 
The Bishop urged caution in the use of the press, f as o fence might be given 
by future tracts. 
127 
The trouble subsided, but all in all, Winchester was 
. ~ 
an unwanted burden on the Committee in _the first half of 1796, when it was 
preoccupied with managing rising costs on a fixed income. 
II 
" 
In Jersey, the Earl of Balcarres retained charge of the distribution 
of relief to the laity until his departure late in 1794, while the French 
Committee there continued to examine applicants, to maintain the relief lists . 
and to distribute the funds. On 2 June 1794 Balcarres issued orders governing 
dmitt t th 1 . f 1· 128 a ance o e re 1.e 1.sts: applicants must present to the French 
Coin!lu.ttee, in person, the card which they had obtained from the Comit~ des 
S) 
. 129 . . t 11 . Anciu~; recipients mus co ect in person; everyone must make a new 
decla.ration of the children and servants in the household; and anyone with 
. 130 
a post or craft was barred from the lists. These measures were designed to 
update the information on applicants and to enable the French Committee (which 
l shall call the Jersey Committee to distinguish it from its counterpart in 
. 
England) to k£ep a closer check on the identity and eligibility of the recipients. 
127Minutes 14 Jan. 1796, B.M. Add. Ms 18592, pp. 158-84; Rev. Dr Sturges to 
Wilmot, 23 March 1796, ibid., pp. 198-2031 Bishop of Winchester to Wilmot, 
26 March 1796, ibid., p. 2221 Wilmot to Winchester, 26 March 1796, T.93/8, 
f. 1, Sturges to Wilmot, 8 April 1796, B.M. Add. Ms 18592, p. 235. 
128de Monti's 'Copie des ordres relatifs a la maniere .de distribuer les 
secours ••• •, 6 Dec. 1794, H.0.69/34, f. 93b. 
129This was probably the card certifying their identity, as required under 
the Alien Act. 
130aut if such people had children, and earned less than a living wage 
(undefined), one person from the family might be admitted to the lists: 
de Monti , 8 'Copie des ordres relatifs a la maniere de distribu~r les 
secours ••• ', 6 Dec. 1794, H.0.69/34, f. 93b. 
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. Several orders related to servants: English servants or those who 
refused to work were banned from the lists while the remainder were allocated 
only to the old, sick or infirm or to those with families, although servants 
who had come from France with their masters might remain with them.131 Rules 
and decisions on servants formed one of the most contentious areas of 
administration, as the Committee responded favourably to but few of the many 
requests for a servant to be allocated.132 
Balcarres added two subsequent rules: he raised th~ allowance to women 
and to girls over twelve to a shilling a day from 1 July 1794, and on 
3 August he ruled that Englishwomen married to Frenchmen, and their children, 
were ineligible. 133 He explained to Portland that 'As such intermarriages 
are extremely against the general Policy & Regulations of these Islands I 
th ht 't d t t di th h · bl 1 134 oug 1 my u y o scourage em as muc as poss1. e • 
The increase in the allowance to women fumishes another example of how 
the government responded to particular pressures, rather than formulating policy 
in advance. In April 1794 Balcarres received a memorial from ' les dames 
~ ~ ,.. · • 135 d i t' th ' t d k' hi t francoises t::migr"es CL Jersey , ep c ing eir pover y an as 1ng m o 
take up with the King their case for receiving a shilling a day. They wanted 
it made retrospective to November, when the general ~rrangements had been 
d 136 ma e. Balcarres sent the petition to Dundas, suggesting that they be 
131 de Monti• s • Copie des ordres relatifs a la maniere de distribuer les 
secours ••• •, 6 oec. 1794, H.0.69/34, f. 93b. Servants woul~ be admitted to 
the lists only if they were lodged and fed at their masters house, and 
served no other person: ibi·d. 
132
see below, pp. 294-5 • 
133de Monti's 'COpie des ordres relatifs a la maniere de distribuer les 
secours ••• •, 6 Dec. 1794, H.0.69/34, f. 93b. 
134Salcarres to Portland, 17 Aug. 1794, H.0.95/5~ unf. ibPo
1
.~~land approved 
his decision: Portland to Balcarres, 8 Sept. 1794, 
135Memorial of 'les dames francoises emigr,es l jersey' to Balcarres, 
19 April 1794, ibid. The signatories were all men. 
136see above, PP• 245-6. 
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granted the same amount as women in England received. l37 The women's case, 
supported in London by Jenkinson, Metcalfe, La Marche and the Due d'Harcourt, was 
successful, although it took Dundas until July to present the case to George 
III• 138 
When Balcarres left Jersey, Fall briefly assumed charge of the 
distribution. One of his contributions was to ask Portland for permission 
to continue to pay allowances to eligible persons who had moved to England, 
but been refused entry to the lists there. 139 This problem returned in force 
when the refugees were evacuated from Jersey in 1796. 140 In December 1794 
Fall lost his new-found responsibilities to his first cousin Philippe 
d'Auvergne, who bore the title of Prince de Bouillon, as the adopted son of 
the late Due de Bouillon. 
Bouillon, a native of Jersey, sailor, mapmaker and Fellow of the Royal 
Society, was appointed Captain of the Nonesuch, in charge of a flotilla at 
Jersey, in May 1794. 141 This made him the se~ior naval officer in Jersey 
waters. He was ambitious, and when Balcarres was transferred in October, 
Bouillon suggested to Dundas that he might take charge of the correspondence, 
housing the agents on board ship. He also offered to undertake the relief 
administration for the refugees, which 'would give me a relation with them 
which I believe I can confidently affirm would be pleasing to thein, and would 
I 
137
aalcarres to Dundas, 21 April 1794, H.0.95/5, unf. 
138Dundas to d'Harcourt, 9 July 1794, H.0.43/5, p. 2801 . Dundas to Balcarres, 
10 July 1794, H.0.98/5, unf.; LaMarche to {Windham], und., enclosedinWindham 
to Portland, 3 Aug. 1794, ibid. 
139 ibi Fall to Portland, 20 Nov. 1794, d. 
140 See Chapter 8. 
141soui1lon to [Nepean?], 20 May 1794, H.0.98/5, unf. 
0 
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elude any curiosity in the confidential communication with my ship'.142 Both 
143 
offers were accepted, and Bouillon maintained his triple responsibilities 
for over a decade. 
It is difficult to obtain a clear pi'cture f · · · 1 o ministeria responsibility 
for the relief of refugees in Jersey in 1794-6. Dundas had charge of the funds, 
which came from war extraordinaries, but Portland as Home secretary was 
responsible for civilians in Jersey, including the refugees. As the commanders-
in-chief of the island then had both civil and military command, they reported 
to both ministers. Bouillon's assumption of control further complicated 
matters, as he then had three masters: the Admiralty because he was a naval 
officer, the War Department because he ran the correspondence and distributed 
funds to the refugees, and the Home Department because he was thereby 
responsible for the welfare of the refugees and the maintenance of good 
relations between them and the islanders. 
The confusion caused by the vague demarcation of responsibility between 
departments in Whitehall is amply illustrated in the question of the secours 
extraordinaire of £800 a month granted to the refugees in Jersey early in 1795. 
In November 1794, the Comte de Botherel petitioned Windham for a grant of fsoo 
a month as extra relief in Jersey. He based his claim on the grounds that the 
laity in Jersey had received much less than those in England from Thomas' 
Committee in the first instance and that the ladies in Jersey for several months 
had received less from the government than those in England, which meant that 
the refugees in Jersey had spent their resources more quickly and been forced 
142aouillon to Dundas, a Oct. 1794, F.O.95/6O4, pp. 25-6. Bouillon had 
pointed out that it was difficult to conduct a 'secret' correspondence 
when the coming and going of agents was such public knowledge: ibid., P• 21. 
143Earl of Chatham (Admiralty) to Bouillon, 29 Oct. 1794, H.0.69/3, unf. 
Chatham gave strong support to Bouillon's proposal: ibid. 
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into debt. 
England, so 
Besides this, the cost of living in Jersey was higher than in 
that many lived in the direst poverty. 144 During his brief 
tenure Fall also put in a plea for an increased grant; the Treasury asked 
Portland's opinion, then authorised Fall to provide an additional allowance 
of £800 a month for three months from 1 February 179s. 145 The allowance 
was continued, and the total monthly disbursement rose to £2200 in October 
1795. 146 
Thus the situation arose whe~e Bouillon paid the normal monthly 
allowance from a War Department grant while Fall paid the monthly secours 
extraordinaire from a Treasury grant. This was clearly the result of the 
government's habit of responding ad hoc to approaches made to particular 
departments. Dundas suggested that Bouillon should be given charge of 
both grants, and the Treasury agreed. 147 The decision angered Fall, who 
refused to pay out the money still in his hands, referring the Jersey 
Committee to Bouillon instead. 148 Fall had cause to be angry; he had 
been stripped successively of his powers as military commander of the 
island and the Crown's representative in the States, his charge of the 
correspondence and the administration of refugee relief. 
Apparently some of the ~migre soldiers on Jersey shared in the secours 
extrao~dinaire, for those on Guernsey later claimed a share in the grant. The 
Jersey Conmd ttee had already been forced to allow the refugee women, children 
144Memorial of the Comte de Botherel, [ca 12 Nov. 1794] B.M. Add. Ms 37857, 
ff 64-6 enclosed in Botherel to [Windham], 16 Nov. 1794, ibid., f. 63. 
Ap;arentiy Botherel had difficulty in getting to see Windham. 
145Long to King, 24 Jan. 1795, T.27/45, p. 181; Treasury Minutes, 14 Feb. 
1795, T .29 /6 7, p. 436. 
l46Long to auskisson, 29 Oct. 1795, T.27/46, p. 185. 
14 7Long to Huskisson, 9 April 1795, T ,27 /45, P • 3l0 • 
148Jersey Committee to Bouillon, 3 May 1795, H.0.69/33, f. 152; de ~;ti 
to Bouillon, 2-3 May 1795, ibid., f. 101; Bouillon to Huskisson, 
May 1795, W.0.1/921, PP• 65-6. 
• 
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i 
and servants on Guernsey to share the grant, and they strongly resisted the 
new demands, pointing out that•if another eight hundred people were added 
to the 653 already sharing it the allowance to each person would be reduced 
drastically. When Emperor Woodford of the War Office was drawn into the 
dispute, he warned that the Jersey cadres would be excluded from the grant if 
it were officially known at the War Office that they received it, and that if 
the Treasury knew of it, it would probably reduce the grant by the amount 
given to the -cadres. The Jersey Committee's attitude angered La Marche, so it 
turned to Bouillon for help. He resolved the dispute by ruling that the grant 
was to be shared with the refugees in Guernsey, but that servants and serving 
officers on both islands were to be excluded. 149 By this time, however, relations 
between the refugees on the two islands had been severely strained. 
Apart from the supplementary allowances to the refugees in Jersey and 
Guernsey, the secours extraordinaire paid for special costs, such as medical 
services. French doctors who attended the sick were paid relie£ allowances, 
' • lSO Abb~ C t and in some cases an extra allowance for their service. e arron se up 
a pharmacy which provided medicines for sick; in 1796 he had to ask for extra 
funds, so great was the demand for his stock. 151 Bouillon set aside a small 
149Major-General J. small to Bouillon, 7 Sept. 1795, H.0.69/10, f. 371 
Comte de Villiers to Bouillon, 2 Dec. 1795, H.0.69/33, f. 143; Marquis 
de Marconnay to Comte de Paysac, 4 April 1796, ibid., f. 89 (copy sent 
to Bouillon by de Monti); La Marche to Jersey Committee, 29 Apri~ 1796, ibid., 
f. 157; Memorial of Jersey Committee to Bouillon, 7 May 1796, ibid., 
ff. 156-7; Bouillon to Jersey Committee, 7 May 1796, ibi~., f. 158; 
Memorial of the Castries regiment, 30 May 1796, H.0.69/14, _f. 47; 
Chevalier de La Bintinaye, de Villiers and de Monti to Bouillon, 
8 June 1796, H.0.69/33, f. 160. 
lSOK'jean to Bouillon, 30 Dec. 1796, ibid., f. 801 Jersey Committee to 
Bouillon, und., ibid., f. 164. 
151Jersey Committee to Bouillon, 7 April 1796, ibid., f. 1551 Plasse, 
Clerg4 graniais, i, P• 335. 
.. 
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sum to provide an accouchement allowance. 152 The secours extraordinaire 
was also used for special cases, such as the payment to Madame Thierry de 
Larchantel of a guinea a month towards the expense of keeping her daughter, 
who had gone mad, in a house at oxton. 153 
. 
. All the schools in Jersey were Protestant, so Arbe Carron opened two 
I 
Catholic schools there, one for boys and one for girls. He and another priest 
. 
ran the former, and French women the latter; Carron taught religion in both. 
Running costs were paid from the secours extraordinaire. 154 When Penn School 
opened in 1796, the relief allowances of its pupils from Jersey were paid 
directly to the school, despite parents' protests. The same arrangement was 
made for the girls from Jersey who attended the French school in London run 
155 by Maria Macnamara. This meant that there was no extra charge on the 
Jersey fund. 
The secours extraordinaire relieved the pressure on the ordinary 
Jersey funds, and allowed Bouillon more flexibility in deciding on cases than 
Wilmot's Committee enjoyed. As the only direct superintendent of the funds , 
Bouillon had more discretionary power than his counterparts in London. As a 
servant of the Crown, however, he was also more accountable for his actions. 
The requests and applications sent to Bouillon reflect his standing on 
Jersey, and his intimate connection with people and affairs there. He was 
obviously on good terms with the Bishops of Treguier and Bayeux, particularly 
1S2 ' Baron de La Garde to Bouillon, 23 May 1796, H.0.69/23, f. 241 de La 
Bintinaye, de Villiers and de Monti to Bouillon, 8 June 1796, H.0.69/33, f. 160. 
153Madame Thierry de Larchantel to Bouillon, 24, 28 June 1795, P.C.1/115, 
ff. 174, 187. 
154Plasse, Clerge Franiais, i, PP• 335-7. 
155ta lfarche to Bouillon, 15 April 1796, H.0.69/33, f. 28; de Monti to Bouillon, 
27 May ·1796, ibid., f. 1261 de Monti to Bouillon, und., ibid., f. 1281 
de Monti to Bouillon, 7 August 1796, ibid., f. 131; M. Macnamara to 
Bouillon, 29 Dec. 1796, H.0.69/14, f. 1561 Cone, Burke, P• 493. 
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the latter; he offered Cheylus a gift of fifty louis, which the Bishop 
declined for the time being, as 'je ne suis pas de ce moment dans un besoin 
156 
press~•. Requests for relief, or passages to France were often transmitted 
through the Bishops, as when Cheylus passed on a request of the beautiful 
Madame du Dresnay, not because he knew her well, but 'parce qu'elle a des 
157 
beaux yeux'. Cheylus explained that he was not always able to turn down 
the many pleas for intercession that he had come to receive because of 
'La reputation que j'ay d'etre le Saint le plus puissant aupres de vous et 
. d . b .,. d. . ~ d 158 que Je ois aux ontes istingutt::es ont vous m' honor~s' • . Bouillon was 
obviously in close contact with the Bishops on relief matters, both lay and 
ecclesiastic, and he looked at the Bishops' accounts before they were sent to 
159 England. 
The general run of applications for relief on Jersey was much the same 
as in England and was govemed by similar regulations. Poverty, age and ill-
health were the usual pleas. The Jersey Committee identified the applicants 
and verified their claims, neither of them difficult tasks in a small island 
community, and gave an opinion on their eligibility. Bouillon's final 
decision usually conformed to their opinion. He . ruled on cases which were not 
160 
clearly g6vemed by the regulations and could make exceptions if he chose, 
15&ieylus to Bouillon, 15 May (1795?], H.0.69/33, f. 7a. 
15
~eylus to Bouillon, 4 March (1795?], ibid., f. Sa. 
lSSibid. see also Cheylus to Bouillon, 29 August [1795?], ibid., f • 8b1 
Le ~lintier to Bouillon, 12 May 179~ ; ~bid., f. 42. 
158heylus to Bouillon, 18 April 1796, ibid., f. 16; La Harche to Bouillon, 
15 April 17~6, ibid., f. 28. 
160For procedures, see for example the notations on the memorial of 
Madame de Chateaubriand, und., ibid., f, 74. 
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and dissatisfied applicants could appeal to h4-. 
-• This procedure was very 
similar to that adopted by Wilmot•s committee. 
Bouillon received several applications from French priests who had 
abjured their religion and calling, been struck off the clergy lists and 
applied for lay relief. After two such cases, Bouillon asked for instruc : :ons 
from Dundas. His own opinion was clear: to accept them would create a 
dangerous precedent. Many would abjure 
& consequen~ly Shut to themselves the prospect 
of returning, on a change of affairs to their 
Country, & corrupt civil Society with their 
profligate manners and debaucheries burthening 
the public with their dronish Existence, and 
load the Parishes with the produce of their 
illicit and indelicate Unions.161 
This outburst appears to have been inspired by the fact that the priests• 
'first Act in their New faith ,was to marry two harlots with whom they had 
162 before Cohabited & got pregnant'. Dundas accepted Bouillon's re~ommendation 
and the applications were rejected. When Captain John Le Couteur recommended 
the case of Bourge, an abjured priest, whose countrymen refused to speak to 
him or his wife, Bouillon advised that since he had changed his tonsure for 
matrimony, he should join as a volunteer, thus entitling his wife to relief. 163 
Many applications were for servants, but few were successful unless 
they fitted the regulations. Some French, even when destitute, could not 
comprehend the idea of having few or no servants. The servant of the Chevalier 
de Mouillemuse had lost his soldier's pay when his company was disbanded. De 
Monti, one of the lay distributors, was reluctant to grant him relief because 
161souillon to Dundas, und. [1795), P.C.1/117B, f. 71. 
162 Ibid., f. 70. 
163captain J. Le couter to Bouillon, 23 Sept. 1795, H.O.69/10, f. 341 
[Bouillon] to [Le couteur], und., H.O.69/17, f. 56. 
,, . 
.. 
he had not come from France with the Chevalier. The latter hoped that 
Bouillon would not refuse relief for 'un domestique qu~ l'habitude m'a rendu 
necessaire, et que se trouveroit lui meme dans !'indigence las plus affreu~e 
s'il m'etoit impossible de le conserver•. 164 When pleading the case for 
relief to such soldier-servants, the Comte de Talhouet pointed out that they 
had received relief •like · other servants, before enlisting.165 one of Madame 
Le Fruglays' servants being old and infirm, she asked for another, making the 
fourth for the household. As she realised that Bouillon might think this 
excessive, she informed him ·that her brother-in-law and one of his parents 
also lived there; 'cela ne ferait done que quatre domestiques pour trois 
maitres, et dont l'une d'elles en raison de son &ge pourrait pretendre aux 
secours menesans servir•. 166 While these applicants might not seem greatly 
in need of servants, the servants as much as the masters stood to lose if the 
requests were denied. Servants such as Madame Le Fruglays', who qualified in 
their own right, were often better off as part of a household than on their own. 
One further relief case deserves mention, both as a special case, and 
I 
as an illustration of the straits to which some refugee parents were reduced. 
A Jerseyman, Dr John Smith, asked for a relief allowance for a four-hours-old 
baby which had been abandoned on his doorstep at night, with this note attached: 
cet enfant est recommande aux soins charitables· de 
Mr. le dr. Schmith, qui est prie d'itre parain & 
de lui donner le nom qu'il lui plaira. Dans des 
circonstces.plus heureuses, il sera recompensl 
par les parents infortunes, forces par 1~ triste 
necessite des temp d'abandonner ce tendre fruit 
de leur Amour. 167 
164chevalier de Mouillemuse to Bouillon, 24 Dec. 1794, P.C.l/115, f. 394. 
165comte de Talhouet to Bouillon, 24 Dec. 1794, ibid., f. 399• 
166Madame de Fruglays to Bouillon, und., ibid., f. 108. 
167(?] to [Dr J. smith], [23 April 1795], H.O.69/16, f. 138b. 
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Dr Smith intended to care for the child. 168 
By mid-1796, when the refugees were ordered out of the Channel Islands. 
relief administration on Jersey had settled into a routine, mainly conducted 
'by the Jersey Committee under Bouillon's supervision. Relationships among 
the refugees themselves, and between them and the islanders, remained uneasy. 
and the administrators on Jersey and Guernsey alike often found the refugees 
tiresome. In May 1796 Bouillon complained of the inertia afflicting the French 
' 
officers, who were 'droning away their melancholy existence here', which he 
feared would last 'as long as their present formation affords them the means 
of being useless, even burthensom to Society'; he suggested reducing their 
169 
allowances. Nor was he the only one to complain. On Guernsey, Major Thomas 
170 Sawnarez had a great deal of trouble with the cadres in his charge. He 
thought that Bouillon must be well acquainted with their 'unwearied Itri>ortunity'; 
he liked to help them, but confessed: 'I find it a difficult task to discriminate 
171 
and I am sorry to add they are not all equally grateful or deserving'. On 
Jersey, Fall tried to keep some French of~icers who had been fighting amongst 
themselves from coming before the courts, because 'Their young men are wrong 
headed in general, but circumstanced as these poor french are, they demand all 
172 the induigence that can be shown them'. General Gordon was less sympathetic; 
he hoped that the mnigr4 landing at Quiberon would be successful, so that the 
cadres might sta.y there. Of the priests he said: 
168smith to Edwards (surgeon on H.M.S. Bravo), und., ibid., f. 138a. 
169aouillon to Dundas, 20 May 1796, W.0.1/921, P• 414. 
170(1760-1845), proUK>ted to general 1835; brother of Sir James Saumarez, 
later admiral. 
171T. saumarez to Bouillon, 22 Jan. 1796, H.0.69/9, f. 159. 
172Pall to Bouillon, und., ibid., f. 84. 
Notwithstanding all my encouragement, added to 
the flattering pros~ects of Martyrdom, ram sorry 
to say there are still above 1300 French Priests 
(Locusts) on this Island. Don't you think a small 
Detachment of only four or five Hundred of them, 
being removed to Sierra Leone, would be of 
infinite advantage both to that Settlement and 
to this?173 
Many of the islanders shared Gordon's sentiments. When those priests 
who did join the expedition tried to enter Jersey after it failed, the islanders 
petitioned against their admission. Gordon supported them. Portland refused 
the request, pointing out that many of the priests concerned had lived in Jersey 
before the Quiberon expedition. Gordon replied that as the States were 
currently discussing an address to the Crown, . asking for the removal of the 
1,400 priests from the island, he had postponed the arrival of any priests from 
Guernsey. He took the occasion to criticise the conduct of several of the 
174 
clergy in Jersey. Portland was furious. He roundly condemned the states' 
action and pointed out that any complaints should have been discussed with the 
priests' superiors and reported to him. He ordered Gordon to exert himself 
in bringing the States of Jersey to a proper sense 
of justice and humanity to their fellow creatures, 
and to feel as they ought the respect and deference 
which are due to His Majesty's Government. 175 
Gordon defended himself by saying that he had frequently consulted the bishops 
over the priests' behaviour, and had been forced to send several away from 
Jersey after 'the urgent solicitations and bitter complainings of the 
176 Inhabitants whose wives and Daughters have been perverted, and Debauched' • 
• 
173Gordon to Huskisson, 31 July 1795, w.o.1/607, PP• 176- 7• 
174Petition of Jersey inh~bitants to Gordon, 3 Sept. 1795, H.O.98/6, unf.; 
Gordon to Portland, 14 sept. 1795, ·ibid.; Portland to Gordon, 31 Oct. 1795, 
ibid.; Gordon to Portland, 16 Nov. 1795, ibid. 
175Portland to Gordon, 24 Nov. 1795, ibid. 
176Gordon to Portland, 1 Dec. 1795, ibid. 
f' 
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By then the proposed address had been defeated in the States,177 so the 
issue died down and the priests stayed. Their respite was short, for only 
eight months later the government itself ordered the evacuation of the French 
refugees from the Channel Islands. 
III 
In December 1793 the British govemment inadvertently acquired 
responsibility for another group of French refugees when the Royal Navy 
evacuated four -thousand Toulonese citizens, 178 to help them escape the Republican 
troops, under Colonel Napoleon Bonaparte, which had recaptured Toulon. The 
city's Royalists had invited joint British and Spanish forces to occupy the 
city in August 1793, and the Republicans were not in a fr,rgiving mood. Those 
Toulonese evacuated on British ships became the charge of Lord Hooa, the 
admiral of the fleet, and Sir Gilbert Elliot, the newly arrived civil commissioner 
of Toulon. Elliot quickly took the lead in planning for their settlement: 
I shall first secure a temporary asylwn for them 
somewhlre or other in Italy, & provide for their 
presenc support till govt. determines what to do 
further, but so much we owe them, & I shall take 
it on myself to make our govt. do at least so 
much good. 179 
He told Dundas that he thought that the evacuees should not be abandoned, but 
that he had promised them nothing beyond immediate support and asylum. He had 
f f th 180 lists of their nall\es and stations and knew the circwnstances o most o em. 
177Ibid. 
178Minto, ii, p. 227. Elliot's original estimate was lower: Elliot to 
Dundas, 20 Dec. 1793, ibid., p. 207. Also, see above, PP• 
179slliot to Lady Elliot, 20 Dec. 1793, N.L.S. Ms 11o49 , f. 94 • 
180Elliot to Dundas, 20 oec. 1793, Minto, ii, p. 207. Also, see above, PP• 66-7 ~ 
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After leaving Toulon the fleet anchored at the Iles d'Hy~res, in sight 
of the city. Some refugees went on to seek asylwn at Leghorn, while the rest 
stayed with the fleet.
181 
Elliot described the crowded conditions on H.M.S. 
Victory: 'About twenty of them sleep all together men women & children on 
the floor of one cabin - with an English officer or two swinging over them 
1•n t I 182 cos. Not surprisingly, the crowded conditions bred sickness, oincluding 
an outbreak of measles, in the six weeks that the ships remained at anchor. 183 
Elliot tried to negotiate asylum for the evacuees. In January the 
Grand Duke of Tuscany agreed to allow the refugees to land at Porto Ferraio 
on the Isle of Elba, so Elliot initially placed about two thousand there. 184 
He then persuaded the Grand Duke of Tuscany to allow a thous~nd Toulonese into 
Leghorn. 185 The Courts of Rome and Sardinia and the Republic of Lucca were 
. . d f . p· dm t 186 unco-operative, but the King of Sardinia later accepte a ew in ie on. 
Settling the refguees in ·Leghorn proved arduous. Elliot wrote to his wife: 
I never was so worried, or so fairly tired down 
in my life. The French come before I am up, & 
from that time till dinner I have had on most days 
not one instants release from the most vexatious 
& harassing of all busines$, the importunities 
of the unreasonable & what is so much worse the 
reasonable prayers & tears of the unhappy to whom 
I can give nothing like reasonable comfort. 187 
He moved on to Elba, from whence he despatched some of the refugees to alternative 
I 
asylums, then sailed to join the siege of Corsica, leaving his secretary, George 
lSlElliot to Lady Elliot, 2 Jan. 1794, N.L.S. Ms 11049, ff. 97-8. 
182Ibid., £. 99. 
1831bid., £. 102. 
184Elliot to Lady Elliot, 7 Jan. 1794, ibid., f. 103; Minto, ii, p. 227. 
185Elliot to Lady Elliot, 11 Fe~. 1794, N.L.S. 11049, f. 115. 
186Minto, ii, PP• 227-8; Elliot to Lady Elliot, 8, 22 Feb. 1794, N.L.S. 
Ms 11049, ff. 112, 119. 
187Elliot to L d Elliot~ 22 Feb. 1794, ibid., f. 119. See also ,[Elliot) to 
. Dundas, ·22 ;e~, 1794, N.L.S. Ms 11140, ff. 20-1 (draft, not sent). 
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Sandy, in charge at Elba. 188 
On 5 April 1794, at Bastia, Elliot finally received from Dundas 
instructions concerning relief for the Toulonese. The government had taken 
its time, for news of the evacuation had reached England over two months before 
Dundas wrote. 189 He was pleased that so many Toulonese, 'who from the part 
they had taken became objects of our attention and care', had been saved from 
Republican vengeance. The King agreed that steps should be taken to provide 
for their future support and would approve any 'reasonable disbursements' 
190 
already made. 
Dundas had the difficult task of trying to formulate instructions to 
cover several contingencies, including the outcome of the siege of Corsica. 
If it were taken, it should provide 'a comfortable asylum'. 191 Lord Hervey 
had made some suggestions, notably that Sardinia might prove an alternative 
haven if Corsica were lost, and that the refugees should be paid at rates 
192 fixed according to age rather than rank. Dundas did not want 'unworthy 
objects' receiving relief, and suggested 'that a Committee of the most 
respectable among the Refugees should be appointed to examine into and report 
upon the conduct and character of the several persons who are now supported 
by the British Government•. 1~3 He suggested that one person should be appointed 
to undertake the sole direction of disbursements. The placement of the 
refugees was an important question, for Dundas feared 'that unless some 
effectual measure be taken, for placing them in a situation whereby they may be 
lSSElliot to Lady Elliot, 4 March 1794, N.L.S. Ms 11049, f. 1231 G. Sandy to 
Elliot, 20 Aug. 1796, N.L.S. Ms 11210, f. 127. 
189 1793 Mi to ii p 119• Dundas to Elliot, 7 March Miles to Long, 31 Dec. , n , , • , 
1794, N.M.M. Ms 9217, ELL/108, unf. 
190ibid. 
191Elder son of the Earl of Bristol: D.N.B., ix, P• 732. 
192oundas to Elliot, 7 March 1794, N.M.M. Ms 9217, ELL/108, unf. 
193lbid. 
' 
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enabled to acquire support, they will continue a heavy and a perpetual charge 
On this Country•. 194 H i e was aga nst sending the Toulonese to St Domingo or 
other West Indian islands and suggested that some could either be formed into 
a corps, or join du Dresnay's corps in Britain, as a means of employment. 195 
Several aspects of Dundas' directions and suggestions are familiar. 
The government was endorsing relief measures already taken and was prepared 
to adopt Lord Hervey's recommendations, thus in both cases responding to 
'd . 't' t' 196 outsi e ini ia ives. The formation of a committee of refugees to decide 
on the worthiness of applicants was in line with current practice in England 
and Jersey, as was employing refugees in foreign regiments in the British 
army. The idea of paying allowances according to age rather than rank was a 
departure, but it too came from responding to outside advice. 
' ' i th h ' 197 d th 1 The British v ctory over e Frenc at Bastia ease e p acement 
problem for Elliot, who became Civil Commissioner and later Viceroy of Corsica. 
He arranged for several hundred each of the Toulonese at Porto Ferraio and 
Leghorn to be transferred to Corsica. 198 By 15 July 1794 he was 'up to the 
h th . f , 199 Chin in Toulonese - I have 1200 to find Lodgings & ot er ings or. 
weeks later the numbers were approximately 1300 at Porto Ferraio, 600 in 
200 Piedmont and 350 at Leghorn. 
The method of disbursements is not clear, but probably Elliot gave 
authority each month for bills drawn on the Treasury, to British agents or 
194Ibid. 
195Ibid. 
196This was not surprising in the first instance, as Elliot could hardly 
leave the refugees to starve, pending instructions from London. 
197, to which not one Frenchman that I have yet seen can bring himself 
t~·;ubscribe': Elliot to Windham, 2 April 1795, B.M. Add. MS 37852, f. 
198Elliot to Lady Elliot, 12 July 1794, N.L.S. Ms 11049, f. 1801 Elliot to 
A. Amyot, 14 July 1794, N.M.M. Ms 9217, ELL/1548, pp. 146-8. 
1991lliot to Lady Elliot, 15 July 1794, N.L.S. Ms 11049, f. 181. 
200llliot to Portland, S Aug. 1794, N.M.M. Ms 9217, ELL/155, P• S. 
Three 
231. 
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I" 
consuls at the various towns h i 
, w o n turn gave the money to Toulonese 
agents to distribute. 201 The allowance paid at Corsica was approximately 
a shilling a day to upper class women and all children.202 Lord Hood and 
Elliot successfully recommended paying persons of distinction 'a more 
permanent Bounty of rather greater amount',203 so that the idea of 
payment without distinction of rank was not adopted in practice. These 
government pensioners were paid quarterly, usually at a rate of £50 per 
annum; other refugees were paid monthly. _ The pensioners were allowed 
to live outside the main centres of the distribution, and to receive 
payments by procuration. 204 
At first, the expense of relief at Elba was particularly high, 
as in ~.arch 1794 a typhus epidemic swept the refugee community, whose 
health had been undermined by the long sojourn at sea in crowded 
conditions. The British and Tuscan authorities acted quickly: 
201 
un hopital, une Pharmacie, les medecin, et les 
chirurgiens ont ete solde tant pour les malades 
traite a l'ho~ital que pour ceux qui le seroient 
ches ewe ••• 20 
The agents were George Sandy at Porto Ferraio, John Trevor in Piedmont 
and Charles Bird and John Orr (bankers) in Tuscany. The Toulonese 
were Jean-Baptiste Contencin in Porto Ferraio, Victor Amyot in Bastia 
and Alexandre Amyot in Leghorn. See: Sandy to [Elliot], 20 May 1794, 
N.L.S. Ms 11215, f. 3; Elliot to J. Hippisley, 6 June 1794, N.M.M • 
Ms 9217, ELL/154B, p. 26; E.H. to C. Bird and J. Orr, 31 May,26 June 
1794, ibid., pp. 4-5, 110; Elliot to J. Trevor, 18 July 1794, ibid., 
pp. 161-2; V. Amyot to [Elliot], 25 Oct. 1794, N.L.S. ~Is 11217, f. 43. 
202Elliot to Portland, 5 Aug. 1794, N.M.M. Ms 9217, ELL/155, p. 5. 
203tbid., p. 9. 
204coulet, Fugitifs de Toulon, pp. 51-2. For those receiving pensions 
see 'Les Pensionn~s• in ibid., pp. 57-75. 
205v1ctor Amyot, 'Expose de ma Conduit pendant La ~volution', 15 April 
1794, N.L.S. Ms 11217, f. 31. Sandy protested against a ruling that 
medicines were to be paid for out of the allowances of hospital patients, 
who would thus command their sole use, but who formed 'a very small part 
or the Sick compared to those who remain at their lodgings'. He also 
queried the intention of making the refugees pay for their own medicines: 
Sandy to [Elliot]• 20 May 1794, N.L.S. Ms 11215, ff. 4-5. 
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Some of the vessels in port were coaverted into hospital ships, and 
their decks were washed frequently with lime as a sanitary measure. 
The French ships' doctors attended to sick under the direction of 
Joseph Antoir, the refugee physician and botanist. 206 More routine 
medical care was later provided at Leghorn, as the accounts included 
sums for 'Secours aux refugies malades' and as 'Quittance du directeur 
de l'h6pital de Livourne pour les depenses causees par les r~fugi~s 
207 
malades'; presumably similar arrangements pertained in Bastia. 
Elliot was anxious to reduce the cost of relief as much and as 
soon as possible. One means of doing this was to find employment for 
the refugees, and he was . prepared to stop the allowances of those who 
refused to comply with his suggestions. From Bastia, he sent to Elba 
for thirty sailors and their families, a dozen caulkers, and some 
208 
coopers, carpenters and bakers; and he ordered Jean-Baptiste 
209 Contencin, the agent there, to give a fortnight's notice of cessation 
210 
of allowances to all sailors. If those sent to Bastia did not find 
work they would receive relief, but any who refused to go would lose 
211 f d their allowances. Elliot was unhappy at the number o tra esmen 
on the lists, because there was no intention 'que ces Personnes 
jouissent toujours du secours destine seulement pour ceux, qui ne 
206coulet, Fugitifs de Toulon, pp. 27-8. 
207Quoted in ibid., P• 51. 
208[Elliot?] to Baron de Knesevich (Gov. of Porto Ferraio), 29 May 1794, 
N.M.M. Ms 9217, ELL/154B, p. 1; E.H. to J.-B. Contencin, 11 June 1794, 
ibid. , pp. 51-2. 
209Jean-Baptiste Contencin (c. 1735-1794?), former Director of Customs 
at Toulon: Coulet, Fugitifs de Toulon, pp. 63-4. 
210Elliot to Sandy, 6 June 1794, ibid., p. 23. 
211E.H. to Contencin, 11 June 1794, ibid., p. 51. 
I 
,, 
peuvent pas se subsister autrement, ou qui n'ont pas l'occasion d'exercer 
leurs metiers•. 212 He also thought it unnecessary to place new-born 
213 babies on the lists, a departure from the practice in England and the 
Channel Islands. 
An obvious means of employment was military service, and both 
Elliot and Dundas tried to. encourage it. 214 However, Dundas was adamant 
that 
no condition ought to be made with any French 
Troops now to be formed either in the Mediterranean 
or else where that might subject this Country to 
the burthen of Half Pay either permanently or 
for any limited time.215 
While the government still hoped that the emigration was but temporary, 
it was unwilling to risk the emigre soldiers becoming a long-term 
liability. 
Elliot believed that no relief should be paid to those who could 
do without it, 'the sple Principle being the relief from want, & not 
216 . 
the reward of Services or the Compensation for Losses'. Accordingly, 
he instructed one of his agents to strike off the list those who could 
earn a living 'without too great a violation of their habits & Education'. 
He thought that all able-bodied men of the lower classes should be able 
to subsist by their own exertions, as should young men among the better-
born.217 
212 tbid. 
213Ibid., P• 52. 
214Dundas to Elliot, 30 June 1794, N.M.M. Ms 9217, ELL/121, unf.; 
Elliot to Portland, 5 Aug. 1794, N.M.M. Ms 9217, ELL/155, PP• 5-8. 
215Dundas to Elliot, 30 June 1794, N.M.M. Ms 9217, ELL/121, unf. 
216Blliot to Trevor, 18 July 1794, N.M.M. Ms 9217, 
ELL/154B, p. 161. 
217tbid., pp. 161-2. 
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By such measures, and by lowering the rates of allowance in some 
instances, Elliot was able to reduce considerably the expenditure for 
September 1794. He attributed part of the saving to the transfer of 
refugees to Corsica, and proposed to import still more from Elba. 218 
Portland was delighted with the · reduction, but told Elliot not to infer 
'that any intention is entertained of deprising any of those Persons, 
of the benefit of that Provision, whom you shall judge deserving to 
partake of it•. 219 
The expense diminished further during 1795, mainly through the 
return of refugees to France. Although most went voluntarily, Elliot 
encouraged the move by suppressing the relief of 'those who were 
retained from France only by the Bounty, or who had other means of 
living'. ' By June there were only two to three hundred in Corsica, 
220 three hundred at Leghorn and eighty in Piedmont. Elliot attributed 
the exodus to the threat of a French invasion of Corsica and Italy and 
to the 'extreme timidity' of the Toulonese. He -told his friend Windham: 
'The day on which the French fleet appear'd off Cape Corse, I sign'd 
about 300 passports for Toulonese only. Not one of them came to ask 
221 for a musquet, not one out of near a thousand'. The recruitment of 
emigres had slowed considerably and he thought the emigrants, particularly 
h in a Crisis.222 those in Corsica, untrustwort y 
218Elliot to Portland, 30 Sept. 1794, N.M.M, Ms 9217, ELL/155, pp. 84-5. 
2l9Portland to Elliot, 14 Oct. 1794, N.M.M. Ms 9217, ELL/121, unf. See 
also Portland to Elliot, 2 Dec. 1794, ibid. 
220Elliot to Portland, 10 June 1795, N.M.M. Hs 9217, ELL/155, pp. 321-2. 
For the retum movement, see also Coulet, Fugitifs de Toulon, PP• 41-4. 
221Elliot to Windham, 2 April 1795, B.M. Add. Ms 37852, f. 227. 
222Ib1d., PP• 226, 231. 
There was one group of Toulonese . refugees already in England, 
comprised of the French crews of ships commandeered by the Royal Navy 
at the evacuation of Toulon, and the Royal Louis h corps, w ich had 
it di h 223 ass s e n t e defence of Toulon. Following the government's 
practice of assigning refugee groups to the care of the department 
of first contact, Captail William Otway224 of the Transport Office 
was given charge of them. 225 
Recruiting being a perennial problem in Britain, the government 
sought to use the man-power and martial skills of these men. It 
decided to incorporate the Royal Louis corps into Comte d'Hervilly's226 
~migr~ regiment, and allowed Comte d'Hector227 to recruit from amongst 
228 the Toulonese crews. D'Hector later complained that Captain Dorain, 
an officer in d'Hervilly's regiment who was agent in charge of the 
Toulonese at Southampton, refused to allow the seamen to join his 
emigre Royal Marine corps, 'et ne leur permet de s'enroler que pour 
le corps d'Hervilly'. 229 In December 1794 the East India Company 
223Hood to Dundas, 20 Dec. [1793], in J. Holland Rose, Lord Hood and the 
Defence of ·Toulon (Cambridge, 1922), p. 160; Mullins (Mayor of South-
ampton) to Portland, 17 July 1794, H.0.1/2, unf.; King to Otway, 29 
Nov. 1794, H.0.43/6, p. 87. 
224captain William Albany Otway, R.N. In September 1795 he was a member 
of the Transport Board: see Mary Ellen Conden, 'The administration of 
the transport service during the war against Revolutionary France, 
1793-1802' (Ph.D., University of London, 1968), p. 51. 
225ae was directed 'to appropriate a certain District for their Residence', 
and to place them under the control of one of their own officers, who 
would distribute allowances to them: King to Otway, 1 Jan. 1975, 
H.0.43/6, P• 132. 
226Louis-Char1es, Comte d'Hervilly (1756-95). He later led the ,migr€ 
regiments in the Quiberon expedition: N.B.G., xxiv, pp. 544-5. 
227Charles-Jean, Comte d'Hector (1722-1808), former Lieutenant-General 
of Marines and Naval Commander of Brest: Pinasseau, ~migration 
Militaire, ii, pp. 69-70. 
228K1ns to Otway, 29 Nov. 1794, H.0.43/6, p. 87; Burke, Correspondence, 
viii, 31n. 
229eomte d'Hector to Dundas, und., W.0.1/388, P• 235. 
became a competitor for the services of the 230 seamen, so that the 
latter had a choice of careers. 
When some of the seamen proved reluctant to enter into any kind 
of British service, the govemment applied pressure: 
With respect to such Seamen as are able & refuse to 
enter into the Navy, Army, East India, or Merchant 
Service, (especially into the first) altho' their 
Situation does not permit them to be considered as 
PTisoners of War, it should be strongly and forcibly 
represented to such, that they will not, until they 
enter some Service be considered as entitled to 
their arrears, or to any Allowance whatsoever; on 
the other hand, every Encouragement by Bounty & 
otherwise should be given to induce them to serve. 231 
This threat was not sufficient, so the government further coerced the 
recalcitrant by isolating them on a transport ship at Spithead and 
refusing to pay them arrears until they enlisted, then by separating 
232 the ring-leaders from the rest. 
The unwillingness of these men to fight for the British indicates 
one of the distinctive features of the Toulonese emigres. The citizens 
of Toulon had been Constitutionalist in leaning, rather than ultra-
Royalist. They disapproved of the direction which the Revolution had 
taken, rather than the Revolution itself. They shared the €migr,s' 
distaste of fighting against France, but unleavened by any great 
attachment to the cause of ~estoring absolute monarchy to France. 
The Toulonese in Corsica, living there by grace of the British 
occupation, were unwilling to accept that it was no longer French, and 
the majority returned to France within twelve months of Thermidor; once 
230King to Otway, 12 Dec. 1794, H.0.43/6, p. 104. 
231King to Otway, 1 Jan. 1795, ibid., pp. 132-3. 
23;u_ns to Otway, 10 Jan., 18 Feb. 1795, ibid., pp. 149-50, 230-1. 
the personal risk of returning had abated. Similarly, the Toulonese 
seamen had been forced to leave Toulon when the Republicans stormed 
the city, but continued to identify themselves with France. Besides, 
it would be fair to say that attachment to the Royalist cause was 
strongest amongst men of rank, while the majority of the Toulonese 
were artisans, workmen or seamen. This again set them apart from the 
g~neral run of ~migris in England. 
The position was complicated however by the fact that the British 
owed more to the Toulonese than to most French refugees. The British 
had entered Toulon at their invitation, had fought alongside them, but 
had faile d to protect their city against Republican attack. This was 
refle cted in Elliot's attitude: he felt that Britain ought to provide 
for the Toulonese evacuees, and he laboured conscientiously to that end, 
but he distrusted them and encouraged them to return to France. The 
more plebian composition of the Toulonese group, and the number of 
• 
skilled workers amongst them, enabled him to trim the relief lists, on 
the grounds that the refugees should be able to earn their own living. 
Elliot's conflict had eased by 1796, for the large numbers retuming 
to France had left mainly the higher ranks and more ardent Royalists in 
his care. At this time the French invaded Italy, so the Toulonese had 
to be evacuated from Leghorn to Corsica. Elliot wished initially to 
send them on to England, along with the French prisoners-of-war on 
Corsica, 233 but this was forestalled by Portland's ordering the evacuation 
of Corsica on 31 August 1796, 234 thereby adding Corsican evacuees to 
Elliot's responsibilities and making a more general review of the refugee 
233Elliot to Portland, 29 June 1796, N.M.M. Ms 9217, ELL/156, P• 191. 
234Portland to Viceroy of Corsica, 31 Aug. 1796, N.L.S. ~ts 11211, f. 68. 
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situation necessary. In the same year the government moved the refugees 
from the Channel Islands and the King's House at Winchester. It is to 
the upheaval resulting from these three decisions that we must now turn 
our attention. 
' 
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CHAPTER 8 
UPHEAVAL AND RESETTLEMENT, 1 796- 7 
I 
The dispersal of the clergy from the King's House at Winchester and the 
evacuation of the refugees from Corsica and the Channel Islands took place 
in a period of dismay and uncertainty for host country and refugees alike. 
In mid-1796 the invasion of England and the Channel Islands seemed imminent 
and the British mobilised to meet the danger. In October, when the threat 
had abated, Lord Malmesbury crossed to France on his first peace mission, but 
was soon ordered out of the country. In January 1797 the French expedition 
to Ireland failed at Bantry Bay, due more to bad weather than British 
management. February brought a financial crisis at home when the Bank of 
. 
England suspended cash payments, but victory abroad when the Royal Navy routed 
the Spanish at Cape St Vincent. Malmesbury embarked on his second peace 
mission in July, but abandoned it in September after the moderate o~rectors 
were overt};lrown in the coup d'etat of 18 Fructidor. The British naval 
• 
victory over the Dutch at Camperdown in October was counterbalanced by 
French military victories in Italy, and her removal of Austria from the fray 
by the Treaty of Campo-Formio. Perhaps even more disturbing for the British 
were the naval mutinies at Nore and $pithead in 1797. 
The fluctuations of fortune in this period affected the French refugees 
in several ways. When invasion threatened, they were both objects of 
distrust from the defenders and themsel\res under direct threat from the 
invaders. The peace missions and the rise of Royalism at home raised hopes of 
a return to France, which Fructidor and the failure of the missions dashed. 
To these uncertainties were added the three forced resettlements from 
Corsica, Winchester and the Channel Isles, which involved at least two 
thousand refugees. 
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The colony of French clergy at the King's House in Winchester had 
faced possible eviction for several years, but had withstood pressure with the 
aid of the Marquis of Buckingham. The need for barracks when Britain 
seemed threatened by French invasion finally brought the eviction order 
in August 1796. Thanks to the efforts of Windham, large houses were provided 
for the clergy in Thame and Reading, which housed over three hundred of 
them. A hundred more settled in Reading town, another sixty in a house in 
Paddington and the rest dispersed. 1 The abandonment of the King's House 
made little difference to the relief administration, however, once the 
clergy were settled in their new homes, and arrangements for disbursements 
changed accordingly. 
The upheaval involved in the evacuation of Corsica was greater, although 
the numbers involved were less. On 31 August 1796, Portland ordered the 
evacuation of the island as naval forces were being moved from the 
Mediterranean to strengthen defences nearer home. He commended the Toulonese 
refugees to Elliot• s • particular Care & Attention', and expressed the hope 
that the Portuguese government might provide military employment for the able-
bodied men and asylum for those unable to supp:::,rt themselves., but assured 
Elliot that 
should this hope be disappointed, the Magnanimity & humanity 
of His Majesty will not suffer Him to let them lose His 
Protection, and You are authorised to assure them in His Royal 
Name that if it is their Inclination to remain in the Dominions 
of His Majesty an Establishment will be provided for them in 
canada... 2 
1carter to La Harche, 18, 27 Aug. 1796, H.0.5/2, pp. 99-100, 120-1; Lubersac, 
'T 1 12 For numbers and accounts at Reading and Thame, see '1'.93/45, 
~ourna, p. • 4 
passim In October 1 797 the numbers were: Reading (house) - 22 ; 
Readin~ (town) - 1051 'l'hame (house) - 90: ibid., f. 65. 
2Portland to Viceroy of Corsica, 31 Aug. 1796, N.L.S. MS 11211, f. 69. 
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Further, he instructed Elliot to inform any Corsicans whom he thought 
endangered by a French re-occupation of the island, that they too could 
depend on an asylum in Canada, the Bahamas or 'some other part of the King's 
American Dominions' • 3 Two JOOnths later, when the order for the withdrawal 
of Jervis' fleet from the Mediterranean was countermanded, Portland tried to 
revoke the order for the evacuation of Corsica, but his letter crossed that 
of Elliot announcing the complete and successful evacuation of the island.4 
Elliot took about three hundred Toulonese and seventy Corsicans from Corsica 1 
a nonth later the number of Toulonese was down to 150, so that the problem 
hardly compared with that after the evacuation of Toulon.~ Elliot argued 
that Italy offered a better asylum for the refugees than 'England or any 
foreign establishment', as they could then easily retum to their homelands 
if the opportunity arose, and it would be less expensive than transporting them 
to England or the Bahamas. Accordingly, he arranged for them to settle in 
6 Naples, Rome and Tuscany. Portland raised no objections, being willing to 
accept Ellio~•s initiative. 
From the start, Elliot was generous towards the Corsicans in the matter 
of allowances. Their numbers were small, they came from the higher classes 
and they had lost their country and their children in Britain's cause . He 
later explained his considerations when fixing the scale of their allowances: 
3 
His Majesty had accepted the crown of that Country, over which 
his dominion was intended to become permanent. The people of 
'eorsica had become his subjects and his Royal protection had 
been promised to them during the period of his reign in that country. 7 
Ibid. , f. 70 • 
4Portland to viceroy of Corsica, 21 Oct. 1796, ibid., f. 72; Elliot to 
Portland, 26 Oct. 1796, N.M.M. Ms 9217, ELL/156, p. 292. 
51iliot to Portland, 4, 22 Nov. 1796, ibid., PP• 295-6 , 313- 5• 
6Ibid. 
7Elliot to Portland, 6 May 1797• ibid., p. 393 • 
Besides, offering 'consolation' to the Corsicans might persuade others in 
the region of Britain I s goodwill when future connections might be mooted. 8 
From these remarks, and the scale of pensions that he recommended, 
Elliot obviously saw the allowances as compensation for losses sustained 
when Britain had proved unable to provide the protection which she had 
formally extended to the Corsicans. In his list of May 1797, Elliot grouped 
forty-eight Corsicans into categories according to their losses and former 
rank, and recommended annual allowances ranging from £400 down to £12. 9 
In July, the government granted a pension of £2,000 a year to General 
10 Paoli, the doyen of the evacuees. 
Elliot's attempts to settle the refugees were complicated by his own 
departure for Britain early in 1797. Before he left he made what arrange-
ments he could. He sent lists of the Toulonese and Corsicans, together with 
the rates of their allowances and the state of payments, to the British 
11 
representatives at Naples and Florence, the commercial agent at Rome 
and the Commander-in-Chief on Elba.12 He also sent letters advising the 
refugees of the conditions under which payments were to be made, while 
h l . . l 13 warning the Corsicans that the arrangements for t em were on Y prov1s1.ona • 
At the rates set, Elliot calculated the annual expenditure at fG,596.10.0 
for the Toulonese and £5,682 for the Corsicans. However, the continuation 
81bid., p. 394 • 
9 Ibid., p. 395. 
lOPitt to Elliot, 25 July 1797, N.L.S. Ms 11215, f. 92. 
llSir William Hamilton and ·William Wyndham. 
12Mr Graves and Lieutenant-General de Burgh. British troops were then 
stationed on Elba• 
13 797 N L S Ms 11215, ff. 35-6; [Elliot] [Elliot) to Bird, 24 Jan. 1 , .•• 35,· Elliot to Portland, 6 May 1797, 
to w. Wyndham, 25 Jan. 1797, ibid., £. 
N.M.M. Ms 9217, ELL/156, PP• 3s9- 9o. 
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of payments was uncertain and he told William Wyndham in Florence that he 
would have to provide future funds for the refugees in Tuscany , in the 
manner which your prudence will suggest' •14 
Elliot did not abandon the refugees when he returned to England. 
Because the ministers and consuls abroad came under the Foreign Office, 
he approached Lord Grenville about the new arrangements; but Grenville referred 
the matter on to Portland, 'as relatinq wholly to the business of the Home 
15 
Department', presumably because Corsican •ffairs fell into the category 
of colonial business, and the Home Office had handled all refugee relief 
in the Mediterranean to date. Portland asked for lists of the names and 
proF()sed rates of payments to lay before the Treasury, and Elliot compliea. 16 
Although Elliot 'neglected no mode of solicitation, nor even of importunity 
in almost every office belonging to Government', the difficulty of accomplishing 
'any business that was not immediately pressing at home', meant that he was 
17 
unable to obtain formal sanction for his arrangements until July 1797. 
Elliot then told Wyl1dham that he no longer had 'any sort of Authority in 
these Matters' •18 Nonetheless, Charles Greville of the Home Office paid 
Elliot the compliment of making it 'an invariable rule, not to depart from 
the line marked out by Sir Gilbert Elliot', 19 and Elliot continued to be 
20 
consulted on matters concerning the refugees for some years to come. 
14 [Elliot] to Wyndham, 24 Jan. 1797, N.L.S. Ms 11215, f. 35. 
lSG. canning to [Elliot], 11 April 1797, ibid., f. 45. 
lGGreville to Elliot, 17 April 1797, ibid., f. 47; Elliot to Portland, 
N .M.M. Ms 9217, ELL/156, f. 395. 
l?(Elliot] to Wyndham, 14 Aug. 1797, N.L.S. Ms 11215, f. 62. 
18 Ibid., f. 63. 
19Greville to Canning, 19 Aug. 1 797, H.0.43/lO, P• 3• 
201 1805 Lord Hawkesbury ( formerly Robert Banks Jenkinson) told Lord Minto 
(~ 1 Si G' lbert Elliot) that he considered him and Lord Hood as ormer Y r l. ' iding the government on • the 
'the channel of communication &linforma~yi~risf: here's Hawkesbury to Minto, 
affairs and concerns of the Tou onese ,.-1~ ::._...;.___ 
16 Aug. 1805, N.L.S. Ms ll2l 6 , f. l?S. 
315 
The refugees in the Mediterranean continued their peregrinations in 
1 797; Elba was evacuated, and the Tuscan government ejected the Corsicans 
from Leghorn under pressure from the French. 21 Some Toulonese and Corsicans 
moved to Portugal, where Portland made arrangements for them to be paid by 
the British resident. Portland hoped that they would remain there, but 
specified that 'if it should be thought necessary to remove them, the English 
22 Government will pay every expence, which may thereby be incurred'. 
This was typical of Portland's attitude: he was pleased by reductions in 
expense and preferred to have the refugees remain outside Britain itself, but 
did not deny Britain's essential responsibility for their welfare. 
As in the case of the dispersal of the clergy from Winchester, the 
Toulonese and Corsican refugees were ultimately provided for by the government, 
despite a period of upheaval, and there was definite continuity in the relief 
arrangements made for them. It was only in the case of the evacuation of 
the Channel Islands that resettlement caused a breakdown in relief arrangements. 
II 
on 15 July 1796 Portland ordered the French clergy and_ non-military 
laity in the Channel Islands to prepare themselves to leave for England at 
23 
short notice. He told Gordon and Sir Hew Dalrymple to arrange for their 
shipment to Southampton and to send him 'particular Accounts as to their 
different situations'. 24 At the same time, the War Office ordered the reUDval o : 
21Sir w. Hamilton to Elliot, 31 May 1797, N.L.S. Ms 11215, f . 497 Windham 
to Elliot, 30 sept. 1797, ibid., f. 100. 
22Greville to Canning, 19 Aug. 1797, H.0.43/10, pp. 2-3. 
23Lieutenant-Governor of Jersey 1796-1801: D.N.B., v, P• 408. 
24Portland to Gordon and Dalrymple, 15, 16 July 1796, H.0.99/1, pp. 260-1. 
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emigre military forces from the islands. 25 Where did the initiative for the 
Certainly Windham disapproved of the decision, evacuation order come from? 
made 'by what intrigue he knew not'; he told de Monti •qu' il etoit criant 
d' avoir oblige les francois de quitter jersey, et qu'on avoit ete contre les 
vues, et les intentions du gouve rnement' . 26 This suggests that the evacuation 
was not generally discussed by the cabinet before the decision was made. 
For most of the refugees on the island the evacuation order was a 
catastrophe: they were quick to object to it, individually and through the 
Jersey Committee. The latter wrote to Bouillon, pointing out that the 
refugees had used all their resources establishing themselves in Jersey, that 
some would be unable to harvest the crops on which they had expended their 
time and money and that the short notice would force all of them to s~ll their 
belongings at a loss. It asked Bouillon to obtain a modification, if not 
a revocation, of the order to quit. The Committee wished to be informed of 
transport arrangements and whether the refugees would be grouped together in 
England. Moreover, it requested relief money in advance to tide the refugees 
over the period of resettlement. 27 The Committee also asked the Due d'Harcourt 
. 28 
to intercede with the nu.nistry on its behalf. 
Individual refugees reacted in their own way. Two priests who tried 
unsuccessfully to escape to France ca~sed a stir. At first they were thought 
to be carrying intelligence to the enemy, but it turned out that they 'were 
29 
merely driven away by the terror of being otherwise sent to Canada'. 
2SDraft letter to Gordon and Dalrymple, (16] July 1796, W .O.l/607, p. 329. 
26J. oumaresq to Bouillon, g Sept. 1796, H.O.69/33, f. 134. 
2 7 Comte de Bedee et al. to Bouillon, 30 July 1 796, ibid • , f. 166 • Bothe rel 
also approached Bouillon on behalf of the refugees: Botherel to Bouillon, 
und., H.O.69/18, f. 15. 
2SJersey Committee to d'Harcourt, 30 July (17961, H.0.69/32, f. 212(i). 
29windham to [Bouillon?], 5 Aug. 1796, H.0.69/l, f. 19• 
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One soldier advanced cogent reasons for wishing to stay on Jersey. He spoke 
no English, he was comfortably settled, a rich islander friend helped him 
along and he had a beautiful French-speaking mistress who cost him nothing. 
Perhaps she was rather common, but 'etant vieux et laid je ne vais pas perdre 
non terns a chercher une Ve.stale. De plus vous (Bouillon] etes mon glniral. 
30 C' est beaucoup'. Not every emigre was so philosophical. All the anguish of 
exile and upheaval lay in the words of the young emigrant who reportedly said: 
that if he should be so happy as to set his foot once 
nore on his native land, he would never leave it on any 
account; and if he had children, in teaching them the 
ten commandments, he would add one of his own, which 
should be -- 'Thou shalt not emigrate, neither shalt thou 
take up arms in defence of religion'. 31 
Gordon and Bouillon might express anti-emigre sentiments from time to time, 
but they were quick to spring to their defence when the government ordered 
the French from the islands. They thought that the evacuation would cause 
unnecessary hardship to some of the refugees, and appealed to Portland on 
their behalf. Gordon placed the old and infirm in the last group to be 
embarked, while awaiting further instructions, and asked 'in what manner the · 
32 
women and Children are to be disposed of' • He enlisted Bouillon's support 
in requesting the ministers to allow some exceptions to the order. Bouillon 
made a strong plea on behalf of the old, infirm, women and children. He 
described some veterans as incapable 'of n0ving again any where but to their 
graves', while some ladies were in 'a ver:y sickly State'. He and Gordon 
33 
solicited the oontinuation of the relief allowances to such people. 
3°Francheville to Bouillon, 21 July [1796], P.C.1/115, f. 4. 
31Hampshire Chronicle 20 Aug. 1796. 
32Gordon to Portland, 20 July 1796, H.0.98/6, unf. 
33souillon to ound~s, 21 July 1796, P.C.1/117B, ff. 107-8. 
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Dalrymple took a similar stance. He did not interpret his orders to include 
persons resident before the Revolution, or labourers untainted with suspicion, 
so a dozen refugees stayed on Guernsey. 34 Portland readily agreed to 
allow ' several old and infirm Men, and some Women and Children• to remain on 
Jersey. He told Gordon to exercise his own judgement on the matter and to 
continue their allowance as before. 35 It was characteristic of Portland 
to grant discretionary powers to the man on the spot. 
By 25 July, 2,900 refugees were ready to embark for Southampton, including 
the forty or fifty for whom Gordon had hoped to gain an exemption. Three 
36 boatloads of them were sent within the next twelve days. In the meantime, 
Portland had obtained a grant of fl per head fo .r removal expenses, and 
37 decided to divert six hundred of the clergy to the north of England. 
Already there were signs that he was softening the evacuation order, for he 
extended the exemptions to include people in an established trade or 
occupation which gave them a livelihood.
38 
There remained the question of what relief money was to be paid to the 
evacuees. The clergy presented no particular problem, as they were paid from 
340a1rymple to Portland, 28 July 1796, H.0.98/25, f. 34. 
35Portland to Gordon, 25 July 1796, H.0.99/1, pp. 263-4. 
Windham asked Bouillon and Gordon to use their discretion to mitigate the 
sufferings of the refugees: Windham to [Bouillon], 5 Aug. l'i96, H.0.69/1, f. 19 
36Gordon to Dundas, 25 July 1796, w.o.1/607, 334; Portland to Gordon, 
10 Aug. 1796, H.0.99/1, P• 266. 
37Ibid.1 Treasury Minutes, 4 Aug. 1796, T.29/69, p. 364. Also, see above, p. 67. 
38Portland to Gordon, 10 Aug. 1796, H.0.99/1, PP• 266- 7 • 
!Dndon already. Those who went north were d groupe into districts and an agent 
appointed for each to distribute the funds t f 39 sen rom London. It was the 
Freneh laity in Southampton, now 'pleine comme un oeuf', 40 whp presented 
the real problem. 
Bureaucratic bungling had left the refugees there without means of 
support. The dispersal of responsibility for the refugees was at fault. 
The Treasury paid the refugees in England, but had recently forbidden Wilmot• s 
Committee to enlarge its lists under any pretext. The War Dei;artment paid the 
Jersey list, but normally refused the payment of allowances to refugees 
41 
once they had left the Channel Islands. The War Office was responsible 
for the military evacuees but had no money available and did not know what to 
do with them, although Windham promised to do what he could for their relief. 42 
Portland, whose evacuation order had created the difficulty, said that as 
the Home Department had not been involved in supporting the refugees, 'it 
does not belong to me to give any directions respecting them', although he 
presumed that those who remained on Jersey would continue to be paid there. 
43 
One fact was clear in the confusion: the refugees in Southampton were left 
without support, and many would die unless prompt measures were taken. 
Bouillon and Gordon were alive to the danger; Gordon asked help from 
Portland and Bouillon approached Dundas. The latter move brought a 
39see, for example, summaries and accounts of extraordinary relief in 
T. 93/49. For a fuller account of the clergy in the north, see 
Wilkinson, 'French emig~s•, pp. 508-17. 
40oe Monti to Bouillon, 14 Sept. 1796, H.0.69/33, f. 133. 
41De Bedee, de t-t:,nti and de vez, to Bouillon, 23 Aug. 1796, W.0.1/921, 
pp. 619-21. see also Garnier de La Fosse to Bouillon,. 18 Aug. 1796, 
P.C.l/117A, f. 67. 
42windham to [Bouillon?], 8 [Sept.) 1796, H.0.69/17, f. 26. 
43Portland to Gordon, 13 Sept. 1796, H.0.99/1, P• 274. 
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temporary solution early in September when Dundas gave Bouillon permission 
to continue payments on the Jersey lists to the evacuees.44 Bouillon roved 
quickly. Within a week he had despatched de Monti to Southampton as his 
provisional commissioner there, armed with a set of regulations to govern 
45 
relief administration for the evacuees in England. However, not all the 
evacuees in Southampton were covered on the lists, as some had been self-
supporting in Jersey, while the presence in the area of the Toulonese 46 and the 
disbanded emigre cadres, maintained on separate lists, complicated matters. 
The riots that broke out in Southampton in September, when French workmen 
. 47 
offered to undercut the wages of local labourers, soon added to the chaos. 
The task of sorting out the evacuees had already begun in Augus,t. 
Portland sent Baron de Nantiat of the French Committee to Southampton to 
aid the Deputy Barrack-Master General in preparing the settlement of the 
refugees, and La Marche visited the to,;-m to organise the clergy on their arrival. 
Then the Home offi·ce sent Abbe de Tromelin to replace de Nantiat, in charge 
of all the non-military re~ugees, while the War Office assumed responsibility 
d . 48 for the sol iers. 
The arrival in September of de Monti, bringing with him lists of the 
three hundred Jersey evacuees whom he was to pay, and the money with which 
44Bouillon to Dundas, 11 Aug. 1796, w.o.1/921, pp. 586-7. Bouillon to 
Huskisson, 13 sept. 1796, H.O.98/6, unf. 
451bid. Also, see below, p. 242. 
46Those under Otway• s control: see above, pp. 306-7 • 
47De Bedee to[?], 27 Sept. 1796, H.0.69/33, f. 176. 
48Portland to Major Lewis, 30 July 1796, H.O.5/2, P• 641 King to Mayor 
1796 1'bid., pp. 76-7, 1021 King to Ridding, of Southampton, 6 , 19 Aug• , 
31 Aug. 1796, ibid., p. 127. 
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to pay them, should have relieved the oost pressing needs of the refugees, 
who had been without money for several weeks. But the self-important de 
Monti proved incompetent. Hi' 1 · b s c aim to e the paymaster for all the 
refugees in Southampton, rather than for one group only, brought 
importunities from those not on the lists. Believing that he needed a 
banker's authority to make his payments, and that his exertions were needed 
to gain assistance for the workmen, he rushed off t Lo d · h o non wit out paying 
any of the refugees at all. While in London, he invited the Comte de 
Villiers, a former member of the Jersey Committee, to act as agent for paying 
those Jersey evacuees who had already moved to London, but de Monti then 
left without advancing any funds. 
On de Monti's return to Southampton, laxity on his part enabled a few 
French workmen to claim from both his list and the temporary fund for 
workmen who were not normally entitled to Ielief. He also incurred Bouillon's 
wrath by hiring an Englishman to act as a translator, thus increasing o·ffice 
expenses. These mistakes, the unwarranted trip to London and the delay in 
payments to the refugees, by then in di re straits, brought an angry reaction 
from Bouillon and the Jersey Committee. The latter urged Bouillon to recall 
him to Jersey, but when the unhappy and penitent de Monti begged permission 
to return there to his old job or go to London to assist de Villiers, the Jersey 
49 Committee asked to be spared his services. Nonetheless, he later rejoined 
the Jersey administration. 
49oe Monti to Bouillon, 14, 21 Sept. 1796, H.0.69/33, ff. 133, ;34; 
de Villiers to Bouillon, 23 Sept. 1796, ibid., f. 1491 de Bedee to · 
[?), 27 Sept. 1796, ibid., f. 1761 de Monti to Bouillon, 14 Oct. 1796, ibid., 
f. 135; Jersey Committee to de Monti, 3 Nov. 1796, ibid., f. 16~1 
de Bed~e .to Bouillon 6 Nov. 1796, ibid., f. 621 de Monti to Bouillon 
a oec. 1796, ibid., f. 137J Jersey Committee to Bouillon, und., ibid., 
f. 167. 
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The accomm:>dation of the refugees in Southampton was only temporary; 
the outward drift began within days, with London the main attr~ction. 
Residence in Southampton was forbidden under the A11.'en Act th 
, so e government 
used it merely as a staging-post of the evacuation. Eventually, the 
administration of the Jersey list in England shifted to London, where 
de Villiers assumed charge of it. 
Refugees returning to the Channel Islands made up part of the exodus from 
Southampton. Even before the evacuation was completed, Portland gave permission 
for 'families comfortably established, and having acquired a Property, or 
the means of gaining a livelihood which will be destroyed by their removal', 
50 to stay on in Jersey. By 9 October, there were 663 refugees still resident, 
some from these categories and others who refused to leave, short of force. 51 
They were lucky: on 26 October 1796 Portland halted further rerovals, as the 
danger of imminent invasion had passed. Moreover, he decided that any 
persons already evacuated who had means of livelihood in the Channel Islands 
52 
might return there. 
Portland adopted the procedure of sending lists of applicants to Gordon 
53 
or Dalrymple for their comments before granting or refusing the requests. 
Dalrymple tried to get certificates from islanders guaranteeing the conduct 
54 
and support of the applicants, when possible. Applications to retum 
to the channel Islands from former officers were referred to the War Office, 
SOPortland to Gardon, 30 Aug. 1796, H.0.99/1, P• 271. 
SlGordon to Portland, 9 Oct. 1796, H.0.98/6, unf. 
52Portland to Dalrymple and Gordon, 26 Oct. 1796, H.0.99/1, PP• 283-4. 
53888 , for example, Gordon to Portland, 1 Nov. 1796, H.0.98/6, unf., Portland to Dalrymple, a Nov. 1796, H.0.99/1, pp. 285-71 Portland to 
Gordon, 25 Nov. 1796, ibid., p. 292. 
54oa1rymple to Portland, 6 oec. 1796, H.0.98/25, f. 75. 
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for Portland's policy was to grant th · • em permission only if they were unfit 
for service through c;1ge or ill-health. 55 For th e non-military, family 
connections in the isl.ands became a further ground for being permitted to 
56 
return. 
there was 
Because most of the returning refugees had some means of support, 
little increase in the numbers on re11· ef. This, and the impact 
of the evacuation, can be seen in the reli'ef numbers for the twelve m:>nths 
to March 1797: 57 
1796: March: 948 
June: 976 
September: 563 
December: 575 
1797: March: 593 
The continuation of the secours extraordinaire preoccupied the Jersey 
Committee. Its desire _to retain the whole or a substantial portion for the 
refugees in Jersey, rather than share it equitably with the evacuees in 
London, drew La Marche's ire once again. Both parties called Bouillon 
into the dispute, and he ruled that it should be divided proportionately 
· 58 
between the two groups according to their numbers. Later, the War 
Department stopped the grant altogether; Botherel blamed Bouillon for this, 
55 . Carter to Woodford, 26 Nov. 1796, H.O.5/2, pp. 219-20; Greville to 
Le Mesurier, S Dec. 1796, ibid., p. 226. For conditions of discharge and 
severance pay, see Windham to Comte d'Williamson, 1 Nov. 1796, A.0.3/905, unf. 
56carter to Botherel, 30 Nov. 1796, H.O.5/2, P• 222. 
57compiled from accounts in H.O.69/39. The figures represent the highest 
total in each month. 
58 De Bedee to Bouillon, 26 Nov. 1796, H.0.69/33, f. 63; La Marche to Bouillon, 
und., ibid., f. 30; La Marche to Bouillon, 24 March 1797, P.C.l/118A, f. 217; 
. La Marche to Jersey Committee, 24 March 1797, ibid.; de Bed~e to Botherel, 
11 July !1797], H.0.69/34, f. 136. 
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but in fact it was caused by the government's reorganisation of relief 
procedures during 1797.59 
The reorganisation was sorely needed. Th t f e se o regulations which 
Bouillon had drafted for de u,.,.nt1.' • s gui· dance 1.· n s mb 60 
~w epte er 1796 had laid 
down a procedure for relief administration. Each ronth, those eligible 
for relief were to send the commissioner 'un certificate de vie et de 
residence signe du maire ou officier municipal du lieu de son domicile'; 
in places where twenty or more refugees resided, the cer.tificates might be 
collected on one paper and attested by two of their number, to be nominated 
by Bouillon. After 'receiving the certific"~tes, the commissioner was to send 
a statement to the Jersey Committee, to be presented to Bouillon so that 
he might -then make out and send the voucher for payments. As far as 
p:::>ssible, payments would be made in the first eight days of the ronth; 
the secours ordinaire would be paid for the corning month and the 
secours extraordinaire for the month past. Receipts were to be signed by 
the recipient or his delegate. In ~11 cases where the commissioner found 
a case outside the regulations, he was to write directly to the Jersey 
61 
Committee, for them to pass on to Bouillon for a definitive ruling. 
This procedure was designed to prevent double claims or claims for 
dead people's allowances, dangers inherent in such a decentralised system 
of distribution. But the decentralisation itself caused much of the problem. 
Sending funds from the government in Lona:>n to the evacuees in England 
sgBotherel to [Windham?], 9 April 1797, B.M. Add. Ms 37863, ff. 339-40; 
dr. Bedee to Botherel, 11 July [1797], H.O.69/34, f. 136. De Bedee 
strongly defended Bouillon: ibid. 
60 •~glement du Prince de Bouillon ••• •, 10 Sept. 1796, T.93/31, ff. 81- 2 • 
61 Ibid. 
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via Bouillon in Jersey was cumbersome, d 1 · e aying payments to people who 
lived on the edge of penury. B · d esi es, proper supervision from Jersey proved 
impossible, and neither the Jersey Committee nor Bouillon was happy with the 
62 
arrangement. The refugees on Guernsey had the same problems. In 
January 1797, after a three month delay in payments, Dalrymple tried to get 
payments made directly, to 'prevent the Delay at present unc oidably 
occasioned from its passing through the Hands of so many Persons, and coming 
to them after its going circuitously to Jersey' . 63 By then Bouillon had 
had his fill of 'the troublesome & unthankful office of that administration'. 
'I am tired of being persecuted & worried by these people'. he told Thomas 
64 Saumarez, 'Would to God they were all again in their Country'. 
The government's first attempts to change these arrangements succeeded 
only in making matters worse for the evacuees. In March 1797 Dundas made 
the first m:>ve by informing the Treasury that the War Department would no 
longer make payments to che evacuees in England, as this had been but a 
temporary expedient until new arrangements could be made. The Treasury 
instructed Bouillon to draw only for those on the island in future, so he 
·1 65 
sent back a nominal list of 536 refugees in England to be ~id in Apri • 
620e Bedee to Bouillon, 26 Nov. 1796, H.0.69/33, f. 63; de Bedee to 
Bouillon, und., ibid., f. 65; Bouillon to T. Saumarez, 26 Jan. 1797, H.0.69/9, 
f. 109. 
63T. saumarez to Bouillon, 24 Jan. 1797, ibid., f. 108. 
64souillon to T. saumarez, 26 Jan. 1797, ibid., f. 109. 
65Long to Bouillon 16 March 1797, T.27/48, PP· 83-4; I.Dng to King, 
28 March 1797, ibid., p. 104 1 Bouillon to Huskisson, 28 March 1798, 
Bouillon's Letterbook, s.J. Ms AS, P• 52; T.93/31, f • 99 • 
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The Treasury referred the War Department decision to Portland, pointing out 
that Bouillon would pay only the refugees in Jersey in future, making it 
necessary that 'some Plan should be forthwith adopted for the Payment of 
those removed to Southampton•. 66 
Dundas probably took this move to force other ministers into making 
the promised 'new arrangements', but in fact changes were deferred until 
April, then June, while the Treasury and the Home Department negotiated. The 
scheme they agreed on was that the Home Department should take charge of the 
Channel Islands evacuees, but that payments and their superintendence should 
be made through Wilmot's Committee in London. Probably because of poorly 
worded instructions, both the \la r Department and Bouillon thought that Wilmot' s 
Committee was to have charge of all Channel Islands re_fugees, and that 
Bouillon could relinquish the relief admini i~tration. 67 He appointed two 
English inspectors to review and report on the Jersey Committee's work and 
accounts, then submitted the accounts and vouchers to the Treasury to be 
audited and closed. 68 
Bouillon was not to be rid of his burden so easily. The Jersey 
committee pointed out that some form of administration would be needed in 
,. 
Jersey itself, to keep the lists up to date in the face of continual minor 
adjustments. Whatever form this administration took, a superintendent would 
661,ong to King, 20 March 1797, T.27/48, P• 104. 
67Bouillon to Dundas, 24 
Huskisson to Bouillon, 
9 June 1797, H.O.69/1, 
pp. 371-2. 
May 1797 Bouillon's Letterbook, s.J. Ms AS, pp. 88-90; 
31 May 1;97, w.o.6/1, pp. 97-81 Woodford to Bouillon, 
f. 56; Treasury Minutes, 13 June 1797, T.29/70, 
68 d 24 May 1797 Bouillon's Letterbook, S.J. Ms AS, pp. 88-90; Bouillon to Dun as, ' . 106 7 An earlier report Bouillon to Huskisson, 13 June 1797, ibid., PP• - • ill 
on the Jersey committee is recorded in oumaresq and M. Fosset ~o Bou on, 
12 De 1796 T gJ/31 ff 60-71 (copy by Bouillon). oumaresq s and Fosse~;s sec~nd.inspe~tio~, on 4 April 1797, is reported in ibid., 
ff. 75-9. 
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be needed, 'et nous crayons que le gouvernement a apprecie ce que le 
prince de Bouillon a fait a cet e~gard' •69 Th c · t e ,ommit ee also wanted Hemery 
Brothers retained as bankers on the island, as they had always been 
sympathetic to the refugees and had often advanced them ITDney when relief 
payments were in arrears. It sought the help of Botherel and La Marche in 
approaching the government to have Bouillon retained in charge of the 
J 1 . 70 ersey ists. In October, de Villiers wrote to Bouillon from London: 
'j'ay eprouve une peine bien sensible en apprenant que vous aviez 
abandonne VOS enfants sortis de jersai, et que vous ne voulies plus vous 
meler de leurs secours', and assured him of his continued popularity. 71 
De Villiers need not have worried; in October Bouillon re-entered the 
fray on behalf of the refugees over the long delay in payments. Between 
them, the War Department, the Jersey Corunittee and Bouillon had wound up the 
previous relief administration, but the Home Department had sent no instructions 
for new arrangements and no money, so that the refugees in Jersey had 
received nothing since May. Bouillon's enquiries finally brought to light 
the hiatus in arrangements between the Home Department and the War 
72 Department. John King instructed Bouillon to draw two months' allowance 
69Jersey committee to Comte [de Botherel?], 12 June 1797, P.C.1/llSA, f. 57. 
7oibid.; de Bedee to Botherel, 11 July [1797], H.0.69/34, f. 136. 
71oe Villiers to Bouillon, 13 Oct. 1797, ibid., f. 129. Bouillon may have 
been in need of reassurance; he had earlier complained of calumnies 
made against him by some of the emigres: Woodford to Bouillon, 27 March, 
2 June 1797, H.0.69/1, ff. 34, 53; Bouillon to Huskisson, 5 Oct. 1798, 
Bouillon's I.etterbook, S.J. Ms AS, p. 331. 
72oraft of Jersey committee's memorial to Bouillon, 17 Oct. 1797, H.0.69/34, 
f. 137; Bouillon to Huskisson, 23 Oct. 1797, Bouillon's Letterbook, 
S.J. Ms AS, pp. 170-1; King to Bouillon, 27 Oct. 1797, H.0.43/10, 
pp. 91-2. 
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on the Treasury while the matter was being worked out. From November, 
aouillon drew directly from the Treasury, which referred his drafts to 
Portland for approval before paying them. 73 Bouillon was thus resaddlcd 
with his former responsibilities for refugee relief, and had no further breaJc 
from them until 1802. 
Sheer inefficiency and lack of communication between goven1ment depart-
ments had left the refugees in Jersey without funds for five months. Much 
of the blame lay with Dundas. He had precipitated the changes by stopping 
payrrents to the evacuees in England, and Portland's specific recommendation 
had been to place this group under the control of Wilmot's Committee, 
. . . d' 1 74 increasing its grant accor ing y. War Department officials had assumed 
that both groups were included in the change, and had so instructed Bouillon. 
It says little for Treasury efficiency that the hiatus in payments and 
administration went unnoticed, 75 but 1797 was the nadir of Britain's war-time 
fortunes and finances, and doubtless the matter was lost in the press of 
other business. 
III 
some gains did result from the administrative chaos which follo\lX!d the 
hastily-conceived evacuation of the Channel Islands. By the end of 1797, 
· · for refugee relief there had been put in the hands of the the responsibility 
Home Office, which was already in charge of civil affairs on the islands, 
73Ibid., p. 92 ; Long to King, 11 Nov. 1 797, 31 Jan., 16 March 1 798, 
H.0.28/41, pp. 5, 34, 47. 
74Treasury Minutes, 13 June 1797, T.29/?0, P• 372 · 
75 also very slow; Portland's recommendation had been The Treasury was 
made on 3 April: ibid., p.371. 
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and had also Toulonese a nd Corsican evacuees in its care. This reduced 
to two the departments involved in refugee welfare. Placing the administration 
of the lists of Channel Islands evacuees with Wilmot's committee consolidated 
the position of that body and was a further step in the centralisation of 
the management of French refugee relief. 
Wilmot's Committee arranged for the list in London to be maintained 
separately, with de Villiers as treasurer. It sent him a copy of its 
regulations and suggested that he, de Luciniere, Botherel, du Tresor 
and Bouillon might form 'un Comite pour assister le Comite Anglois sur le 
meme principe et sous les meme Reglemens que le Comite des autres mm: 
E . ' F ' d ' 
76 h · migres rancois a Lon res . Sue a committee was formed, but no lists of 
its exact membership appear to have survived. Thus Wilmot's Committee 
applied for and received the monthly grant of relief funds, formulated rules 
and policy and had the final decision on entrants to the various lists 
under its control. It apportioned the grant between the French Committee, 
the Jersey Committee in London and La Marche. Tiley in turn maintained their 
respective lists, processed applications and distributed the funds to the 
recipients. 
1797 was a difficult year for Wilmot's Committee, as well as for the 
refugees. The Treasury forbade it to admit any applicants who arrived after 
l January 1797. The clergy evicted from Winchester had to be re-settled. 
The return movement to France and its reversal after Fructidor meant 
continued adjustments to the lists. It had trouble fixing the demarcation 
of responsibility for the welfare of ex-soldiers between itself and the 
76aughes to de Villiers [ca Aug. 1797], T.93/S, f. J9. 
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War Office, while the disbanding of th d b e ca res rought a rash of applications 
to the French Comrnittee. 77 Funds were constantly in arrears. In March, 
Wilmot pleaded with the Treasury for their prompt payment. He told Charles 
Long: 
All are in the greatest distress -- Most of the~ are Sick 
and exhausted from Want & misery -- They are in debt for 
Lodging & Board near 3 months -- The Hospitals a re full & 
the Jails & Streets must soon receive them. -- There are 
so many in Bedlam that there is difficulty in getting 
Admission for mo re . • . 78 
The plight of the refugees doubtless added to the strains imposed on the 
working members of the Committee. 
Late in 1797, some members of Wilmot's Committee rebelled. It is 
not clear who was involved as the minute book covering this period has not 
survived, but Wilmot almost certainly disagreed with the malcontents. 
The aim of these members was to rid themselves of responsibility for all 
lay relief. 79 The Committee had then been in existence for over five years; 
it had evolved from a private charitable body assisting I-'rench clergy alone 
to an executive committee answerable to the Treasury. It was now responsible 
for about seven thousand French refugees, split into several categories. 
Much of the complexity of business stemmed from the laity, with its various 
groups and differing pay scales, and the transfer of the Channel Island 
evacuees into the committee's charge added to this burden. A return to 
dealing with the clergy alone would greatly simplify the Committee's 
business, and make it less time-consuming for its members. 
77see the applications dealt with on 6 April 1797, T.93/54, f. 54/126-32. 
78wilmot to Long, 16 March 1797, T.93/8, f. 32. 
79 . t 31 January 1798, T.29/72, p. 56, Plasse, Clerg~ Francais, Treasury Minu es, 
ii , pp • 76- 7 • 
The Treasury's reaction was to invite Wilmot and Colonel Thomas 
Glyn80 d to un ertake the administration f o the relief grants; this 
included the superintendence of claims and payment of allowances to 
the clergy, the laity, the Jersey evacuees and the special lists of 
magistrates, naval officers and army officers. The T~easury instructed 
Wilmot and Glyn to pay only those h f 11 w o e within the rules, to admit 
no new persons and to propose any alt ti h era ons tat they considered 
necessary. In view of the time and trouble the extra responsibility 
would cost Wilmot and Glyn, the Treasury stated its willingness to 
ask Parliament to provide them with compensation. Wilmot and Glyn 
81 
accepted the proposal. 
The old voluntary committee retained its formal existence through 
its small private fund, which Wilmot and Metcalfe continued to 
administer. 82 Strictly speaking, therefore, Wilmot and Glyn formed 
a new administrative body. But the continuity of personnel and 
administrative practices was such that it was, in effect, the old 
organisation under a revised scheme of management. This change 
marked a new stage of administrative development of the organisation, 
as it had become a quasi-government body. Wilmot and Glyn e~ch 
83 
received an honorarium of £300 a year, making them more in the 
nature of government commissioners than philanthropists, and 
80 (1756-1813), a colonel in the Grenadier Guards, and a younger brother 
of Sir Richard Carr Glyn, who was Lord Mayor of London in 1798, and 
himself a former member of Wilmot's Committee. Thomas Glyn remained 
involved with refugee relief administration until the year of his death: 
Sir John Bernard Burke, A Genealogical and Heraldic History of the 
Peerage and Baronetage, the Privy Council, Knightage and Companionage 
(105th edn, London, 1970), p. 1112. 
81tong to Wilmot and T. Glyn, 3 Feb. 1798, T.27/49, PP• 192-3; Wilmot 
and Glyn to Long, 5 Feb. 1798, T. 93/2, ff. 4-5. 
82see, for example, accounts in T.93/50, ff. 619, 621, 623-4. 
83wilmot and Glyn to Audit Commissioners, 21 Feb. 1807, T.93/6, unf. 
.. 
correspondingly less independent of the government in form, although 
in practice their predecessors had followed Treasury instructions once 
it bccan~ the paymaster. The organisation continued its evolution into 
a fonnal agency of government; by 1807 Wilmot and Glyn referred to 
themselves as 'Commissioners', and to the office as the 'Emigrant 
Office'. 
84 
The relief committee had come a long way since its first 
meeting in September 1792. 
84
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CHAP'l'ER 9 
REFUGEE ~J,IE:F' ADMINIS'l'RA'rI()N 1798-1802 
AND THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE REFUGEE COMMUNITY IN BRITAIN 
I 
By 1798 the British government had gathered under its wing a number 
of groups of French refugees. Thi's had happ d t h ene no so muc through conscious 
government policy as through ad hoc decisions on the part of Pitt, Dundas and 
Portland in their ministerial capacities. As a consequence, the composition 
of the groups and the modes by which they were administered had been decided by 
historical accident rather than administrative logic. The government had made 
some attempt to rationalise its fragmented administration by giving the clergy 
relief organisation, Wilmot's Committee, charge of the laity in England from 
late 1794 and the lay evacuees from the Channel Islands from mid-1797. 
In 1798, again by force of circumstance, the government was saddled with 
another refugee group - the St Domingans - and another administrative body, the 
St Domingo Claims Board. The government made no further consolidation of 
admini s trative bodies, but between 1798 and 1802 rat:1.onalised its financial 
arrangements by giving the reformed Wilmot's Committee auditing resr,onsibility 
for three groups in turn: the Toulonese and Corsican evacuees (1799), the 
St Domingans (1799) and the Jersey laity (1802). At this point, it may be 
useful to look more closely at these groups and to examine their progress and 
eventual linkage to ·wilmot's Committee. 
The administration of relief to the Toulonese and Corsicans was made more 
difficult by their dispersal in small groups aroWld the Mediterranean and Great 
Britain, and the consequent fragmentation of administration between British 
residents abroad and Otway of the Transport Office at home. The latter had 
d other Toulonese and Corsicans specific charge of the Toulonese soldiers an seamen; 
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who drifted into the kingdo~ from 1798 fell to the care of Minto, wh,_, .iad 
thought to be free of them once he returned home. 
The continued penetration of Napoleon's armies into the Italian and 
Iberian peninsulas caused further shifts among the refugees in the Mediterranean. 
In 1799 Portland gave Sir Morton Eden, the envoy in Vienna, permission to 
relieve any French or Corsican pensioners who were forced there from Italy. 1 
A small group of them subsequently settled in Vienna, and they were there to 
greet Minto in 1801 on his arrival as envoy. 2 In September 1799 thirty 
Toulonese arrived at Deptford on a transport ship from Gibraltar; others from 
Naples bound for the same place went ashore at Milford Haven, and decided to 
remain there rather than continue their journey. 3 
By this time, Wilmot and Glyn had taken over the payments to Toulonese 
and Corsicans resident in London. On 24 June 1799 the Treasury instructed them 
to pay those on the list quarterly allowances, as hitherto paid by Minto, and 
to apply for an additional amount in their usual estimates to cover the extra 
4 
cost. Thus the Treasury became directly responsible for this group. Victor 
Amyot, a Toulonese, had had charge of the distribution list in London for Minto, 
~ . 5 
and he appears to have continued in charge under the new r~gime. 
A list of the Toulonese and Corsicans residing in London accompanied the 
Treasury's instructions. Thereafter the Treasury bedevilled Wilmot and Glyn 
1w. Wickham to canning, 22 March 1799, H.0.5/4, P• 306. 
2tong to Wilmot and Glyn, 18 Feb. 1801, T.93/4, P• 99. 
3Flint to Captain of Ann Transport, 30 Sept. 1799, H.0.5/5, P• 74; Flint to 
Mayor of Milford Haven-:- 30 Sept., 1 Oct. 1799, ibid., PP• 75-6 , 76- 7• 
4Long to Wilmot and Glyn, 24 June 1799, T.93/2, ff. 216-7. 
5v. Amyot to [Minto], 30 Aug., 7 Oct. 1799, N.L.S. Ms 11217, ff. 74 , 76; 
Hughes to v. Amyot, 18 Oct. 1799, T.93/9, unf. 
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with requests for information on the •general list• of Toulonese and Corsicans, 
ignoring their repeated denials of any knowledge concerning refugees abroad.6 
Wilmot's and Glyn's own payments were d d · 
, · ren ere more difficult by the movement 
abroad of their new pensioners. On their requesting instructions, the Treasury 
told them not to pay Toulonese abroad except on special orders from the Treasury, 
nor Corsicans unless they had been so paid by Minto. 7 The Committee's new task 
seemed more trouble than it was worth: by 1800 it had only eight to ten people 
on the list. 8 
The government reappraised the situation of the Toulonese and Coxsicans 
during the peace negotiations. In 1801 Portland directed that payments to 
French and Corsicans abroad should cease until further notice once the definitive 
9 treaty was concluded. Those in England seemed more secure, although Captain 
Otway discharged some of the Toulonese officers 'on account of their being 
young, healthy, and capable of gaining a Livelihood 1 • 10 On the other hand the 
Treasury, on Minta's recommendation, raised and continued the allowances of 
several Toulonese who 'are actually proscribed, and cannot return to their Native 
Country' , 11 and it eventually conceded that those Corsicans who wished to go 
i . I 12 Th abroad might negotiate to 'receive a Compensation for the r Pensions • us 
6aughes to King, 23 Oct. 1799, ibid.; Wilmot and Glyn to Long, 3 Jan. ~800, 
T.93/4, p. 77; Wilmot and Glyn to Long, 1 Sept. 1800, T.93(9, unf.; Wilmot 
and Glyn to J.H. Addington, 30 May 1801, T.93/4, P• 153; Wilmot and Glyn 
to N. Vansittart, 5 Sept. 1801, ibid., pp. 218-9. 
7wilmot and Glyn to Long, 5 April 1800, T.93/2, f. 329; Long to Wilmot and 
Glyn, 30 Aug. 1800, T.93/4, p. 13. 
8see quarterly accounts for Toulonese and Corsican emigrantS, ~ue 20 April, 
20 July 1800, T.93/3, ff. 26, 58. For accounts before 20 April 1800, see 
ibid., ff. 124-5, 181, 225, 280, 353, 434, 438. 
9Addington to Lord Hervey, 24 Nov. 1801, T.28/41, P• 454 • 
10Treasury Minutes, 10 Dec. 1802, T.29/80, PP• 66-7• 
11Treasury Minutes, 13 Nov. 1802, T.29/79, PP• 405- 6 • 
12Minutes 22 Oct. 1802, T.93/4, P· 431. 
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decisions regarding the Toulonese and Corsicans continued to be based on 
the interplay between immediate need and the govemment's sense of obligation. 
The case of the Toulonese and Corsicans from 1798 shows British administratio1 
at its benevolent best and organisational worst. The Toulonese then received 
about double the allowances of the ordinary laity,13 while some Corsicans 
£ 14 received up to 300 per annum. Moreover, sixty-three Toulonese and Corsicans 
still received pensions from the government as late as 1836. 15 However, the 
dispersal of recipients and administrators and the varying rates of allowances 
made administration piecemeal and inefficient. The government was fortunate 
that Minto gave some sort of continuity over the years through his continued 
interest in the refugees. 
In 1798 the government acquired a new group of French pensioners when it 
evacuated St Domingo. Late that year the Treasury appointed a committee to 
investigate the f i 1 . 16 cases o St Dom ngo c aimants. In its report to the Treasury 
on 6 November 1799 the committee recommended that applicants be divided into 
five classes: the first three were graded according to property loss and 
present need for relief, and might receiv~ a lump sum in compensation and 
possibly an additional monthly allowance; the fourth contained mainly the widows 
and children of deceased officers, and might receive monthly allowances during 
the king's pleasure; and the fifth class comprised those whose claims should 
be disallowed on the grounds that their property was outside the limit of 
territory accorded British protection, that they lacked documentation or that 
they fell outside the province of the committee. It recommended total bounty 
13see, for example, Minto to Otway, 21 April 1802, N.L.S. Ms 11216 , f. 77 • 
14For example, M. Balestrino in the quarterly accounts for Toulonese and 
Corsicans, due 20 April 1800, T.93/9, f. 26. 
15 Crafer Paymaster ••• ' for the year ending 31 March See 'Account of Thomas 
1837, A.0.3/276, unf. 
16Rose to King, 15 Dec. 1798, T.28/41, P• 138. 
• 
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payments of £13,360, and a grant of £ 751. ~. 6 to cover monthly allowances 
for the nine rnon ths to 30 September 1 799. 1 7 
The Treasury agreed to pay the monthly allowances to that date, but 
decided that future allowances should be paid through Wilmot's committee. 18 
Accordingly, on 9 January 1800 Long sent the lists of st Domingo pensioners 
.... 
to Wilmot and Glyn, instructing them to pay the allowances from 30 September 
last, and to include the requisite sums in their future monthly estimates.19 
Fifty people, mainly women and children, received the first monthly 
20 
allowances paid by Wilmot and Glyn. Thereafter between sixteen and twenty 
names appeared on the lists in the next eighteen months, but these probably 
21 represented heads of households, in which case numbers remained fairly stable. 
The approximate average monthly disbursement was £70. In 1837 the government 
was still paying eleven people a total of about £55 a month so the pensions, 
although small, were long-lasting. 22 In 1800 the claims committee was formally 
constituted into the St Domingo Claims Commission, composed of three commissioners 
and a secretary. 2 3 St Domingo pensioners were barred from receiving allowances 
from the general laity 'fund, but unsuccessful applicants to the Commission 
24 
might apply to Wilmot's Committee in the normal way. 
17 Treasury Minutes, 6 Nov. 1799, T.29/75, pp. 182-3 • 
18Ibid., p. 184. 
19tong to Wilmot and Glyn, 9 Jan. 1800, T.93/2, ff. 282-3. 
20 Minutes 13 May 1800, ibid., f. 355. 
21T.93/3, ff. 23-5, 42-3, 60-1, 78-9, 91, 122, 147, 174, 180. 
22 
'Account of Thomas crafer Paymaster ••• ' for the year ended 31 March 1837' 
A.0.3/276, unf. 
23Lo t H ki n 8 16 May 1800 T 28/41, pp. 278-9, 282. Robert Mackenzie, ng o us sso , , , . d 'M M tin' the John Murray and William O'Brien were the commissioners, an r ar . . 
secretary. J. Benjafield later replaced Mackenzie. Reports of the ~omm1ss1on 
are ~ontained in T. 81/1-4. see also an unsigned memorandum in the Windham 
· 1 w to be settled: Memorandum Papers, suggesting that the claims were s o 
16 Jan. 1800, B.M. Add. Ms 37867, ff. 5-7. 
24tong to Wilmot and Glyn, 30 Aug. 1800, T.93/3, f. 47 • 
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The last and most important group to form a connection with Wilmot's 
Committee was the laity in Jersey. This did not happen until 1802, and was 
then only an auditing arrangement, so Bouillon and General Gordon remained the 
most importan: administrators as far as the refugees were concerned. Financial 
arrangements had remained stable until then. Bouillon drew Treasury bills on 
Hemerys' Bank, then sent the accounts and vouchers to the Treasury, which 
25 
referred them to the Home Office for verification before paying. them. As 
there were considerable arrears due to the refugees by February 1 798, 26 arising 
from the hiatus in payments during 1797, Portland instructed Bouillon to draw 
for up to two months at a time at 'an interval of six weeks or two month.; 
.,, 
between each set of ' Bills until these ar~ears are discharged•. 27 The Jersey 
Committee continued to handle the distribution under Bouillon's superintendence, 
while Captain John Dumaresq asaisted the Committee and presented Bouillon's 
. d 28 accounts in Lon on. 
The only not~worthy change, then, was in May 1802, when the Treasury sent 
Bouillon's accounts to Wilmot and Glyn, asking 'whether you can undertake to 
inspect and examine these Accounts and to ~eport thereon from time to· 'time' •·
29 
This request also included accounts from British Residents in Rome, Trie,ste, 
Naples, Florence and Lisbon, so it was part of the trend to have Wilmot and 
Glyn oversee accounts for those refugee groups not under their immediate 
30 
supervision. Wilmot and Glyn accepted the new task. 
25King to Bouillon, 9 Feb. 1798, H.0.43/10, P· 245; Bouillon to the Secretaries 
of the Treasury, 1 Dec. 1802, T.64/354, unf,1 G. Shee to Sargent, 18 Dec. 1B02 , 
ibid. 
26
see La 1-'.arche to Bouillon, 2 Jan. 1798, H.0.69/35, item 1; King to Bouillon, 
9 Jan. 1798, H.0.43/10, pp. 196-7. 
27King to Bouillon, 9 Feb. 1798, ibid., P• 245. 
28Bouillon to Sir J. Dick, 12 March 1801, F.0.95/611, f. 82 • 
29Addington to Wilmot and Glyn, 18 May 1802, T.93/4 , PP• 351- 2• 
lOWilmot and Glyn to Addington, 22 May 1802, ibid., PP• 252- 3• See also 
28 Sept. 1802, ibid., PP• 418 , 421 ' Sargent to Wilmot and Glyn, 17 July, , 421_3 _ Wilmot and Glyn to Sargent, 12 Oct. 1802, ibid., PI• 
.. 
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Bouillon's inward correspondence for 100031 marks that y~ar ·as a turning 
point in refugee administration in Jersey. There was a noticeable decrease 
in letters requesting relief, and a corresponding increase in those requesting 
passages to France for persons or letters. The major return movement to France 
had commenced, and Jersey had an important part to play as a staging post on 
32 
the return route. In December 1800 Gordon reported that there were over a 
th d f the l."sland, 33 b h' h ' ou~an re ugees on ut tis must ave included several hundred 
. 
disbanded soldiers and persons en route to France. Bouillon's accounts show 
the rapid decline thereafter in the relief disbursements: they dropped from 
£1,350 in February 1801 to £450 in September 1802. The amount remained fairly 
stable thereafter. 34 In 1802 numbers of relief dropped from 579 in January 
242 . mb 35 to in Dece er. 
Bouillon was .often used as a channel of communication between the refugees 
and the government. The Jersey Committee so used him in 1798 when it sought 
help for the young men from the disbanded cadres. Bouillon's approach to the 
War Office brought a refusal ~o aid any ~en who had received a gratuity on their 
discharge, other than those over fifty-five years. Henry Green of the War Office 
. 36 
had charge of this list, for whic? Bouillon made the payments in Jersey. 
In September,~however, Woodford told Bouillon that persons reduced from the 
. . 1 d 37 
military establishment at Jersey might be placed on the list if entit e • 
31 See H.0.69/37. 
32For a discussion of tne return movement, see below, PP• 353-7 . 
33Gordon to Portland, 1 Dec. 1800, H.0.98/7, unf • 
34 See accounts in T.64/354, unf. 
35wilmot and Glyn to Sargent, 16 April 1803, ibid. 
36 . i d B i h s and de Beauvoir to Beaumanoir, de Triac, de Rosnyv nen, . u o s ue 
26 FE'b. 1798, H.0.69/35, f. 199b; Woodford to Bouillon, 9 , 2~dMar~h 
H.0.69/1, ff. 96, 104; H. Green to Bouillon, 8 June 1798 , ib ., • 
37Woodford to Bouillon, 29 Sept. 1798, ibid., f. 136• 
[Bouillon] , 
1798, 
123. 
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In December 1800 their allowances were raised to the following levels: 
m~n under fifty with wives in Jersey, to 1.3d a day; men aged fifty to sixty, 
to 1.6d a day; and men over sixty, regardless of marital status, to l.9d a day. 38 
As with ordinary relief, single men below fifty were left to fend for themselves. 
The arrival of more Chouans from Brittany, where the Royalist bands were 
breaking up, added another group to Bouillon's concerns. In June 1798 he 
informed Dundas that another thirteen had been sent by M. de Chalus, their 
leader in Brittany, in advance of 'a great Number ••• said to be invited by 
M. de Puisaye to Join him in England for a projected Settlement in Canada ' , 
d t d . . 39 an reques e instructions. He was told to inform them 
that you will furnish them with a speedy means of 
returning to their own Country, but that if they 
choose to remain in England they must subsist on 
their own Industry, as they cannot be provided 
for from any Public Funds.40 
The thaw in this attitude did not take long. Two weeks later the War Department 
decided to allow them a shilling a day from Secret Service funds 'while their 
Residence here is considered temporary, or for Six Months after their Arrival 
41 if they choose to remain in England'. They were welcome to asylum, but were 
42 to be discouraged from travelling to London. Apparently a longer-lasting 
form of relief was later extended to some of them, as in November 1802 the 
Treasury asked Wilmot and Glyn to pay Royalists from western France at Jersey, 
on lists transmitted by the Comte de La Chaussee. There were ninety men involved, 
' 
38 Green to Bouillon, 19 Dec. 1800, H.0.69/2, f. SO. 
39aouillon to Dundas, 6 June 1798, Bouillon's Letterbook, S.J. Ms AS, P• 277• 
For a detailed account of Puisaye'3 venture, see: Lucy Elizabeth Textor, 
'A colony of emigres in Canada, 1798-1816', University of Toronto Studies: 
History and Economics, no. 1, 1905, PP• 1-86. 
40
woodford to Bouillon, 14 June 1798, H.0.69/1, f. 126• 
41
woodford to Bouillon, 29 June 1798, ibid., f. 129• 
42Ibid.; Gordon to Bouillon, 1 July 1798, H.0.69/12, f. 62 • 
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paid rates ranging from two to six shillings a day. 43 
These longer term payments may have been part of the government's stock-
taking at the Peace of Arniens, as the Royalists were probably forbidden to 
return to France. Another group that had then to be considered were the former 
agents of the correspondence. Gordon and Bouillon agreed that something ought 
to be done for them, so the latter wrote to Lord Hobart, the Secretary for war, 
pointing out that several of the agents were too well known to be able to 
return to France. He recommended the agents for their diligence and fidelity, 
and suggested that the lesser agents might be given a gratuity and passage 
to France, while those unable to return might be given some kind of allowance 
44 
and be permitted to become denizens of Jersey. In May 1802, at Hobart's 
request, Bouillon despatched a list of agents 'that appear by their continued 
and faithful services during the War to have claims to the consideration of 
Government'. Three of them had been proscribed from France. 45 
A variety of other requests or tasks fell to Bouillon. His correspondence 
from 1798 to 1801 includes such diverse matters as an emigre soldier writing 
from Lisbon to ask if the Prince knew anything of the forty louis which was 
46 
supposed to have been sent from Normandy to his Jersey address; a letter from 
another such soldier in Lisbon thanking Bouillon for sending and receiving 
. 47 his correspondence with his parents, which he could not have afforded otherwise; 
the family of an emigre seaman impressed into the Royal Navy asking to have him 
43
sargent to Wilmot and Glyn, 20 Nov. 1802, T.27/54, P· 214 • 
44Gordon to Bouillon, 14 Nov. 1801, H.0.69/38, f. 24; Bouillon to Lord Hobart, 
7 Dec. 1801, W.0.1/923, pp. 581-2. 
45Bouillon to Hobart, 31 May 1802, H.0.69/39, f. 223. 'rhe liS t attached to 
the letter is not the one alluded to, which is probably 'State of Persons 
employed in the Secret Service at the Island of Jersey May l~02'' H.o. 9a;a, 
unf. This names Prigent, Bertin and Kersauson as the proscribed agents. 
46ou Po1rieu to Bouillon, 18 Jan. 1798, H.0.69/35, f. 140b. 
47G. Angot to Bouillon, 2 Feb. 1799, H.0.69/36, f. 9 • 
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exempted from service;
48 
and several letters from French prisoners-of-war 
seeking his help in getting themselves exchanged and sent back to France. 49 
Bouillon also received a number of letters from the irrepressible de Monti, 
claiming office expenses from the time of his service on the Jersey Committee, 
asking also to have his allowance paid to him in England, an extension of this 
benefit and requesting a gratuity and a reference in acknowledgement of his past 
services. The letter asking for a reference was a gem of its kind. De Monti 
ignored any mention of the trouble caused by his inept administration in 
Southampton in 1796-7, while suggesting to Bouillon the terms in which he 
might write: 
je crois pouvoir vous priez d'atester que les Comptes 
que j'ay eu l'honneur de vous randre depuis l'epoque 
de 1794 sont d'une clairte, et d'une exactitude qui ne 
laisse rien a desirer meme aux scruples de la plus 
inquiete delicatesse.50 
De Mon ti added that he had no objection to Bouillon's adding that he gave the 
testimony 'comrne une preuve authentique de votre haute consideration, et de 
51 
votre parfaite estime pour moi ' . Bouillon twice refused to see de Monti after 
this missive, 52 but in the main he was remarkably patient in entertaining his 
proposals. 
Between 1800 and 1802 Bouillon importuned several ministers on his own 
behalf. He had long since tired of the demands of the refugee relief administration 
and obNiously saw it as secondary to the tasks of collecting naval intelligence 
and running the correspondence. The Admiralty had refused to allow him to take 
48
charbonneau to Bouillon, 25 July 1800, H.0.69/37, f. 57. 
49s f 1 Dub t et al. to Bouillon, 25 July 1800, ibid., f. 76. ee, or examp e, os 
50
oe Monti to Bouillon, 26 Feb. 1798, H.0.69/35, f. 130. 
51Ibid. 
52oe Monti to Bouillon, und. [1798), ibid., f. 131. 
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an active ship, as he was too valuable in his shore station in Jersey. 53 Being 
shore-based had increased his personal expenses and deprived him of the opportunity 
of earning prize-money to supplement his captain's pay, on which he depended 
for his support. 
Bouillon pointed out these facts in a letter to Dundas in March 1800. 
Moreover he claimed that the nature of his services exposed him to more incidental 
expenses than he might normally have expected. Doubtless these included the 
many small amounts that he gave to refugees out of his own pocket and hospitality 
to the agents of the correspondence. He was now in debt to his friends for 
£3,000 to £4,000. He asked Dundas for compensation and a future allowance , or 
else that he should be allowed to retire from his present duties. 54 In November 
1800 the Admiralty granted him an extra £soc a year. 55 However, Bouillon's 
position worsened after peace was declared, and he went on to half-pay. His 
intelligence activities had made him persona non grata with the French government, 
which dampened his hopes of claiming the Duchy of Bouillon. On a visit to Paris in 
1802 he was arrested, imprisoned and interrogated, before being ordered to quit 
56 France. He got little from the British government beyond promotion to rear-
admiral in 1805. 57 
The laity on Jersey was only one of several groups of refugees that came 
into the orbit of Wilmot's committee between 1798 and 1802. The money for the 
Toulonese in London and abroad, the Corsicans, the St Domingans and the Chouans 
actually passed through its hands, while its role with the laity in Jersey was 
53Earl Spencer to Bouillon, 2 July 1798, H.0.69/38, unf. 
54
souillon to Dundas, 24 March 1800, W.0.1/923, PP• 147-SO. 
55G.R. Balleine, The Tragedy of Phillippe d'Auvergne: vice-admiral in the Royal 
Navy and last Duke of Boujllon (London, 1973), P· 94. 
56Bouillon to Windham, 27 Sept. 1802, B.M. Add. Ms 37869 , f. lOO. 
57 Balleine, Philippe d'Auvergne, p. 107. 
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restricted to checking accounts. Although it had no responsibility for policy 
or supervision of lists, the acquisition of these new tasks did mean that 
Wilmot and Glyn now checked the accounts concen1ing all but a few of the 
French refugees supported by the British government. Thus the government 
achieved some sort of financial, if not administrative, rationalisation. 
II 
Despite their newly-acquired responsibilities, the main task of Wilmot and 
Glyn between 1798 and 1802 remained the administration of relief to those laity 
and clergy for whom they were directly responsible. Wilmot and Glyn were now 
known as the 'Clergy and Laity Committee', the 'Committee for relieving the 
suffering Clergy and Laity of France', their official title, or simply the 
'English Committee', the term favoured by the French. Their replacement of the 
earlier Committee simplified administration to the extent that clergy and laity 
business could be dealt with in turn at the one session. The two men considered 
matters as they arose, asked the Treasury for advice on a ruling when necessary 
and passed decisions on to the appropriate party, usually La Marche 
the French Committee or the Jersey Committee in London. The administration 
thus had a pyramid structure: 
Figure 2: 
~ 
La Marche 
l 
Distributors 
l 
Clergy 
Treasury 
l 
Wilmot and Glyn 
French Committee 
l 
Distributors 
l 
Laity in England 
Jersey Committee 
in London 
l 
Distributors 
l 
Jersey lay evacuees 
in England 
'.,. 
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La Marche blurred the lines a little, as funds for some questions concerning 
the laity passed through his hands. 
Part of this structure was used also for deciding on relief applications. 
Ecclesiastical applicants first petitioned La Marche, while the laity applied 
to the French Committee. La Marche and this Committee interviewed the 
applicants, verified their claims and sent the applications, together with 
their opinions on them, to the English Connnittee, which conducted further 
interviews. It in turn sent lists of the applicants, giving their recommenda-
tions, to the Treasury for a final decision. 58 When in doubt, Wilmot and Glyn 
sent details of the case in a separate letter to the Treasury, prior to 
sending in the list. 
This process had several implications. One was that it freed the English 
Conunittee from direct pressures of patronage. For instance, the Committee 
rejected the claim of M. de Montaut for a servant, despite Windham's 
recommendation of his case, and it told Brooke of the Alien Office and William 
Taylor of the Foreign Office that candidates who did not comply with the rules 
for eligibility could not be admitted to the lists without a special order from 
59 the Treasury. Conversely, the Treasury could refer on to the Committee for an 
60 
opinion any letters which it received, written on behalf of a particular refugee. 
Thus the English Committee and the Treasury could each lessen pressure on itself 
by referring cases to the other. 
In practice, the Treasury was probably less resistant to pressure than 
Wilmot and Glyn. While the Treasury rarely rejected a favourable recommendation 
58tong to La Marche, 27 March 1798, T.27/49, pp. 300-01; Wilmot and Glyn to 
Long, 2 April 1798, T.93/2, ff. 30-1; Wilmot to H. Swinburne, 18 'May 1798, 
T.93/9, f. 5; Kerhiriou, La Marche, pp. 420-1; [Wilmot and Glyn] to Ramus, 
und. , T. 9 3/9 , unf. 
59Hughcs to Wood ford, 2 3 Sept. 1799, T. 9 3/9, unf •; Hughes to Brooke, 2 Oct• 
1799, ibid.; Wilmot and Glyn to W. Taulor, 15 Oct. 1799, ibid. 
60
see, for example, Long to Wilmot and Glyn, 9 March 1801, T.93/4 , P• 112 • 
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from them, it often gave the special order without which they would not proceed, 
or even overruled their negative recommendation. In 1799 when Arthur Dillon, 
the Archbishop of Narbonne, asked the Treasury to allow the Bishop of Agen to 
be placed on the bishops' list on his arrival in Eng~and, the Treasury granted 
a special order, although Wilmot and Glyn had rejected him because persons 
arriving after 1 January 1797 were ineligible for relief. 61 In 1799 it gave 
the Marquise du Dresnay priority for a vacancy on the list without first 
consulting Wilmot and Glyn, a practice that it adopted occasionally. 62 In 1801 
the Treasury countermanded the English Committee's ruling on the family of 
M. de Thivelle. He had left France in 1791, later married a Frenchwoman long 
resident in Lubeck in Germany, and brought his wife and family to England in 
1796. Wilmot and Glyn considered Madame de Thi velle and her children to be 
ineligible, 'as they were domiciled at Lubec, which they were not under the 
necessity of quitting'. The Treasury decided that the two children could be 
dm . d th ' h C . t ' . d t 63 a 1 tte , us tempering t e omnu. t ee s JU gemen . 
Wilmot and Glyn were not afraid to express an independent view. In June 
1801 they pointed out the awkward precedents set by the Treasury decisions to 
grant assistance to a servant of the Bishop of Moul.ins, and to place Abbe de 
Villeneuve on the list despite arriving late in 1798 and being already a War 
Off . . 64 ice pensioner. Nor were they slow to criticise the Alien Office for what 
they saw as an attempt by one department to pass off its own expenses to another. 
In December 1801 they received an application from two men who had spent fifteen 
months in France 'on particular affairs of Government', and who apparently had 
61wilmot and Glyn to Rose, 23 Oct. 1799, T.93/9, unf.; Rose to Wilmot and Glyn, 
26 Oct. 1799, T.93/2, ff. 256-7. 
62to il 5 1799 'bid f 167 ng to W mot, 2 Jan. , 1. ., • • 
63Wilmot and Glyn to Addington, 25 Nov. 1801, T.93/4, P• 269; Addington to 
Wilmot and Glyn, 2 Dec. 1801, ibid., P• 273. 
64Wilmot and Glyn to Addington, 27 June 1801, ibid., PP• l 72- 3; Wilmot and Glyn 
to Addington, 30 June 1801, T.93/3, f. 231. 
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been promised that on their retum they would be reinstated on the lists and 
paid for the time they had been away. Wilmot and Glyn told the Alien Office: 
The Committee would have supposed that a Suitable 
provision and Compensation would have been made for 
the Services of those Gentlemen by the Department 
which employed them, and they do not pay any persons 
abroad without the Express Directions of the Lords 
Commissioners of His Majesty's Treasury: indeed their 
Receipts being Monthly on an Estimate, they have no 
Fund for the payment of large Arrears. 65 
The brief notes that accompanied the lists that Wilmot and Glyn submitted 
to the Treasury for approval show something of the range of the cases and the 
reasons for decisions made. New-born babies appeared regularly on the lists, 
and were admitted or not according to the status and income of the parent and 
the number of children already on relief. Thus children of servants or artisans 
and those of people receiving special allowances were likely to be rejected. 
People coming from Irela~were excluded under the ruling made in December 1800 
by the Treasury at Wilmot and Glyn's instigation. 66 The English Committee's 
rigid adherence to its principles seemed harsh on occasion. One woman aged 
thirty-seven was not admitted, being 'A servant having married lately and thereby 
67 
thrown herself out of the way of getting into a place as before' . Presumably 
she had lost a living-in job on her marriage. A similar case was 'La Nonune 
, I 68 
L'Homme (26) Being a Servant thrown out of place by marrying 
The brief comments also show glimpses of the misery of some of the applicants . 
Julie Pouget, aged twenty-six, was admitted as a 'Case of Temporary Admission 
65 Hughes to Flint, 28 Dec. 1801, T.93/4, pp. 287-8. 
66Wilmot and Glyn to Long, 29 Nov. 1800, ibid., pp. 54-6; Long to Wilmot a nd 
· b · d 79 The Committee had already made several Glyn, 23 Dec. 1800, 1. 1. • , P• • 
such decisions before the ruling was made. See list 6, 6 March 1799 , T.93/9, 
unf.; list 11, und., ibid. 
67List 8, 14 Oct. 1799, ibid. 
68 List 5, 22 Oct. 1798, ibid. 
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being a Servant at this time Reduced to great Distress in consequence of a 
bad Lying-in and her Husband unable to support her•. 69 Michel Gandais, aged 
thirty-four, was admitted, . 'Being deranged in his Mind and obliged to be 
Confined•.
70 
Also accepted was Mademoiselle de La Roche, 'Having hitherto 
subsisted by her Needlework which the failure of her sight now prevents•. 71 
Between 1798 and 1802 the government passed on two more ecclesiastical 
groups to Wilmot and Glyn. The first comprised those clergy sent to Guyane 
by the Directory and shipwrecked or captured by the Royal Navy en route. They 
arrived in several small batches between mid-1798 and early 1801. At the 
urging of La Marche and the Duke of Portland, the Treasury agreed that they should 
be admitted to the general clergy list, although some elected to return to 
72 France. 
The other group comprised two hundred and thirty Trappists, who arrived 
in Hamburg from Russia in 1800. The abbot, Dom Augustin de Lestrange, wrote 
to La Marche asking him to obtain the government's permission for them to travel to 
England en route to Canada, where they wanted to settle. In November he came 
to England to prepare the way for the others, Portland having approved their 
corning to England. ,estrange asked Pi+t to grant them relief, while he and 
Jean Baptiste, the prior of the Lulworth Trappists, started a collection among 
the Catholics for their immediate support. However, Portland refused to allow 
the Trappists to settle in Canada or Ireland, so Pitt resolved the matter by 
promising to support them in Hamburg if they stayed there. The Treasury then 
69List 7, 19 June 1799, ibid. 
?OList 5, 22 Oct. 1798, ibid. 
71List 7, 19 June 1799, ibid. 
72Plasse Clerq~ Fran1ais, ii, pp. 90-94, 99-1001 Entry 28 Aug. 
1798
, W.D.A., 
oougla~s' Diary, i, p. 110 1 w. Wickham to commissioners of the Transport 
s · 6 s t 1798 H o 5/4 p 115· Long to Wilmot and Glyn, 8 Nov. 1799, ervice, ep • , • • , • , /3 ff 144-6 
T.93/2, ff. 26l-2J Long to Wilmot and Glyn, [Feb. 1798), T.93 , • • 
Also, see above, pp. 150-51. 
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instructed Wilmot and Glyn to pay the Trappists an allowance of a shilling 
a day each, to be transmitted monthly to Hamburg through wright's Bank. 73 
After the reorganisation of Wilmot's Committee in 1798, the government 
made several attempts to review refugee welfare. In June 1798 it asked Wilmot 
and Glyn for a register of those refugees receiving relief. 74 In February 1802 
the Treasury asked them for a current list of the emigrants, a statement of 
the reduction in numbers since 1 October 1801 and a forecast of future reductions .7-
This was obviously part of the general stock-taking during the peace negotiations. 
On 6 April 1802 the Treasury announced the receipt of the definitive treaty, 
and ordered Wilmot and Glyn to close the lists entirely, while pointing out 
that many of those already on the lists had sufficient means to return to 
76 France. In response, Wilmot and Glyn sent in a list of seventeen people 
already accepted, presuming the rule not be retroactive, and asked whether the 
rule extended to new-born babies. The Treasury accepted the list and exempted 
77 the new-born from the ban. 
In October 1802 the Treasury asked Wilmot and Glyn to compile and submit 
a list of all refugees under their superintendence, specifying the date of their 
first enrolment and the scale of their benefit. This was preparatory to the 
close examination of the relief lists carried out in mid-1803 whereby each 
pensioner had to state details of his entire income and resources, prove that 
he needed the benefit to live and sign a declaration that his statements were 
73Entries 17 Aug., 3, 19, 29 Nov., 31 Dec. 1800, W.D.A., Douglass' Diary, 
ii, IP• 41, 47, 48, 49, 52; Long to Wilmot and Glyn, 9 Jan. 1801, T.93/3, ff. 108-• 
74Instructions to the agents of the distribu~ion, [ca Jw-1e 1798), T. 93; 9 , 
ff. 16-17; 'Registre des declarations des Emigres Franiais', 20 and 21 July 
1798, T.93/39. 
75Addington to Wilmot and Glyn, 22 Feb. 1802, T.93/3, ff. 339- 4o. 
76Addington to Wilmot and Glyn, 6 April 1802, T.29/53, P• 420. 
77Minutes 10 April 1802, T.93/3, f. 371; Addington to Wilmot and Glyn, 
15 Aprll 1802, ibid., ff. 375-6. 
~o 
78 Numb h 79 true. ers ad stabilised by then; most of the refugees left in 
Britain were the die-hard Royalists or those for whom Britain now had more 
attraction than France. 
From 1798, as before, Wilmot and Glyn were under constant pressure to 
keep expenses down. ~edical expenses were one of the greatest problems, for 
the high proportion of clerics meant that the average age of the colony rose 
each year, the generally inadequate diets debilitated health and many of the 
lay men carried wounds or disabilities as mementoes of their military service. 
In December 1799 the Committee found that calls on hgspital and dispensary 
services had increased to the point where the sum allowed for them barely 
covered expenses. It decided that the patient's regular allowances, which had 
been used to reduce expenditure in ordinary0 relief, should be put towards 
· 80 
medical expenses. The Committee had already tried the expedients of making 
81 people receiving special allowances ineligible for -free medical treatment, 
curbing the generosity of the dispensaries82 and asking Middlesex Hospital for 
a monthly return of emigrants who 'can derive no further benefit from their 
Residence in the Hospital, in order that we may judge of the propriety of 
83 keeping them there longer'. In the same letter Wilmot referred to a 
complaint he had had from Abbe Blandin84 that the surgeon at the Middlesex 
78sargent to Wilmot and Glyn, 20 Oct. t802, ibid., p. 4531 Wilmot and Glyn to 
Sargent, 12 Nov. 1802, T.93/5, pp. 7-81 Plasse, Clerge Fran¥ais, ii, P· 251. 
See T.93/40 for the declarations. 
79 See below, p. 369. 
80Minutes 23 Dec. 1799, T.93/2, ff. 273-4. 
Sl · 8 h 1798 'b'd f 16 Minutes Marc , i 1 ., • • 
82circular letter to the dispensaries, 10 Aug. 1797, T.9J/9 , P · 19 · 
83wilmot to secretary of Middlesex Hospital, 6 June 1799, T- 93/ 2 ; f. 206 • 
84Blandin had token charge of th~ - ~f ~ge~ wards there in 1798 after the death 
of Madame Masson, the previous incumbent: Minutes 22 Oct. 1798, ibid., 
ff. 128-9. 
351 
had been dissecting bodies of the refugees who died there. The Middlesex 
admitted that some 'small inspections' had taken place in conformity with 
usual hospital practice, but promised that these would cease. 85 
The decision to cut patients' allowances was part of a general review 
of medical expenses in December 1799 and January 1800, in which Wilmot 
visited in person the Committee's medical establishments. As a result of its 
investigations, the Committee asked Abbe Carron and Blandin to restrict the 
number of patients at the Female Hospital and Middlesex Hospital to twenty-five 
at each establishment, and limited expenditure at the dispensaries to a total 
maximum of £100 a month. 86 As part of his survey, Wilmot visited Miles' and 
Kay's private asylum for lunatics to enquire into complaints by the patients 
that they had to share beds. Mr Miles told him that the Committee's payment 
of twelve shillings a week was not enough to provide this amenity, but as~ured 
him 'that care is taken to put such Patients together as are not likely to 
1 ' hi h ' ' 87 disagree, and that the Keepers are a ways wit n earing. Given the 
Committee's financial circumstances, there was little that it could do about 
what was after all a common practice. Wilmot did make enquiries, however, 
about providing a separate bed for an emigree who had particularly objected 
88 
to sharing a bed with a stranger. 
Other economy measures adopted by Wilmot and Glyn included keeping a 
closer check on boys reaching the age of sixteen and notifying the French 
89 Committee when they were due to be struck from the list, restricting new 
85wilmot to Secretary of Middlesex Hospital, 6 June 1799, ibid., f. 204; 
J. Hill to Wilmot, 7 June 1799, ibid., ff. 206-7. 
86Minutes 20, 23 Jan., 1 Feb. 1800, ibid., ff. 291-2, 296-8, 300- 02 • 
87 
· 1 b 1800 'b'd f 301 Minutes Fe • , i i • , • • 
88 Ibid•, ff. 301-2. 
89Hughes to Olivier du Vivier, 17 June 1799, T.93/9, f. 6l; Hughes to Olivier 
de Vivier, 22 Oct. 1799, ibid., unf.1 Minutes 9 July 1802, T.93/4, P• 381• 
352 
admissions to 'very Special Cases' from January 1aoo,90 investigating all 
clergy who were 'known or Supposed to be able to support themselves• 91 and 
reviewing cases of people on temporary relief, suspending benefits pending 
their personal appearances before the English eommittee. 92 
Despite their efforts, the Committee was unable to reduce expenditure 
substantially until the wastage from refugees returning to France exceeded 
new acquisitions. The turning point was 1800; the estimate for 1801 was 
approximately £5,500 less than for the previous year. 93 The refugees suffered 
from the economies and from the chronic arrears in the govemment grants. In 
March 1799 the committee decided to distribute £500 from its balance in hand 
to those in the greatest need, as payments were three months in arrears, and 
th . t 94 e win er severe. 
The position of those on relief improved slightly in 1801-03. The 
Treasury under Henry Addington seems to have been relatively sympathetic to 
the refugees' plight. In July 1801 the Comte de Botherel followed up an 
earlier petition asking for an increase in allowances an1 the admittance of 
all who needed them, with one suggesting how this augmentation might be 
financed: by re~·allocating funds previously sent to the Royalists in western 
France, or by applying funds accrued from death or departures among the usual 
recipients. 95 He claimed that the need was great, as hunger was causing 
suicide and death among the refugee community. He suggested doubling the 
96 
allowance of those on a shilling a day. 
90 Minutes 20 Jan. 1800, T.93/2, f. 292. 
91 Minutes 20 May 1800, ibid. , f. 362. 
92 Minutes 12 June 1802, T.93/4, pp. 365-6. 
Minutes 26 Feb. 1802, ibid., p. 325. 
For a similar measure, see also: 
93wilmot and Glyn to Long, 26 Feb. 1801, T.93/9, unf. 
94Minutes 16 March 1799, T.93/2, f. 180. 
95Memorial of Botherel, 20 July 1801, B.M. Add. Ms 37868 , f. 108• 
96tbid. 
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The Treasury responded by ordering an increase of two shillings a week 
to those who received only a shilling a d~y. This rather confused Wilmot 
and Glyn, as the clergy received more than this and the laity received various 
rates 'according to their Situations and Circumstances', but they appear to 
have worked out a suitable scalc. 97 The arrangement was originally for three 
months from 1 August 1801, but it was subsequently backdated to 1 July and 
98 
continued past the expiry date. In 1802 Botherel entered a plea for a 
99 further augmentation, while the Comte de Butler and Baron de Nantiat wrote 
on behalf of, Monsieur, asking that the allowances be increased to the level 
100 first suggested by Botherel. The Treasury did increase the allowances 
when it reviewed the relief lists in 1803.lOl 
Late in 1800 the War Office increased its allowances to those on the list 
paid by Wilmot and Glyn, so the latter decided that such persons should no 
102 longer be eligible for care from the hospitals or dispensaries. In June 
1802, in response to a request from La Marche, the bishops' allowances were 
103 restored to ten guineas a month. These sundry augmentations were made 
possible by the decrease in numbers of pensioners, caused by the gathering 
momentum of the return movement to France. 
The return movement to France from Britain had never stopped entirely, 
although Fructidor had had a dampening effect. Numbers were small and the 
97vansittart to Wilmot and Glyn, 30 July 1801, T.93/3, ff. 251-2; Minutes 
1, 7 Aug. 1801, ibid., ff. 252-3, 256. 
98Addington to Wilmot and Glyn, 14 Dec. 1801, ibid., f. 318. 
99Memorial of Botherel [ca Jan. 1802], B.M. Add. Ms 37868, f. 217; Bo therel 
to [Windham], 3 April 1802, ibid., f. 269. 
lOOMemorial of Comte de Butler and Baron de Nantiat, 10 April 1802 , ibid.' f • 2 71. 
101 25 Plasse, Clerg~ Fran~ais, ii, p. 1. 
102 /4 240 1 ~anutes 14 Oct. 1801, R. Gardiner to Hughes, 13 Oct. 180 , T.93 , PP· - ; 
ibid. , p. 241. 
lOJMinutes 26 June 1802, T.93/3, ff. 415-6. 
354 
return routes indirect, mostly through Germany or Jersey. Late in 1799 the 
Consulate relaxed its attitude towards some emigrants and issued a proclamation 
allowing freedom of worship in France. 104 This encouraged many emigrants, 
particularly the clergy, to consider returning, and 1800 marked the beginning 
of their exodus from Britain. Between 1 January and 25 November, 567 people 
from Wilmot and Glyn's general lists went 'abroad', and doubtless those from 
other lists went too. lOS 
One of the most popular return routes was via Jersey, and Bouillon 
complained in August 1800 that the business of conveying emigrants to France 
106 
was severely disrupting the correspondence. The French were carried on 
privateers and the boats of the correspondence. The captains were paid by 
. f h . . h b '11 d . '11 's lO? M. Monmonier o t e Jersey Comnu.ttee, wit i s rawn in Boui on n;:une. 
108 Lieutenant-Colonel John Le Couteur, on General Gordon's staff, made up 
lists of emigrants arriving in Jersey wanting passages to France, and passed 
109 
the lists on to Bouillon, who arranged their transport. The passengers 
had to be landed secretly,as Britain and France were still at war, and at 
110 least one boatload was captured by the French. 
The signing of the Concordat in July 1801 and the amnesty given in April 
1802 to all but the most intransigent Royalists among the emigres swelled the 
numbers of those who returned; Wilmot and Glyn estimated that over eight hundred 
104souillon to Windham, 24 Nov. 1799, F.0.95/611, f. 26; Wilkinson, 'French 
emigres', pp. 596-7. 
105wilmot to Long, [ca Nov. 1800], T.93/9, unf. 
106aouillon to Windham, 21 Aug. 1800, F.0.95/611, f. 62 • 
107 . 1 f passages to France, Dec. 1800 to Nov. 1801, See receipted bil s or 
P.C.1/122, ff. 4-11. 
108 (1761-1835), a native of Jersey. He was the inspecting officer7~i-:ilitia 
and assistant quartermaster-general in Jersey: D.N.B., xi, PP· • 
109See for example, Le Couteur to Bouillon, 19 Feb. 1801, H.0.69/38, f. 3~~ 
see,also PC l/120A ff. 18-32. Monmonier was often used a: an interme iary, 
and did mo;t-of the
1
appropriate administrative work for Bouillon. 
110Monmonier to Bouillon, 20 March 1801, ibid., f. 22 • 
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of their pensioners left Britain between 1 October 1801 and 30 April 1802, 
leaving about 2,363 clergy and 1,300 laity on their lists. 111 A further 749 
refugees left in June. 112 In April 1802, in anticipation of the exodus likely 
to follow the amnesty and the signing of the peace treaty, Wilmot and Glyn 
suggested that a cheaper method of transporting the refugees ought to be found. 
At the Treasury's suggestion they conferred with Captain George of the 
Transport Office, with the upshot that the Transport Office agreed to instruct 
its officers in the Channel ports to carry refugees to France for a guinea a 
head, if they held an order from the Committee. Accounts would be sent monthly 
to the Committee. 113 This change was made possible by the end of the war, as 
returning emigrants might now travel legally on British and French papers. 
The French designated Calais and Bordeaux as ports of entry, and probably 
others, as Jersey continued to be a place of trans-shipment. The return 
movement slowed in the latter half of 1802, as the most eager had left, while 
those remaining were committed monarchists and those deterred by the 
oath of fidelity to the Consulate and the Pope's order that all bishops must 
resign their sees, or by fears of persecution or lack of means of support in 
France. Gordon grew very impatient w~th the clergy who lingered in Jersey, as 
he believed them reluctant to relinquish a relief allowance higher than the 
. 114 income they might expect in France. He then had to defend himself from 
111wilmot and Glyn to Addington, 30 April 1802, T.93/3, f. 387. 
112Minutes 2 July 1802, ibid., f. 417. 
113Minutes 8 April 1802, ibid., ff. 367-8; Addington to Wilmot and Glyn, 
15 April 1802, ibid., f. 377; Minutes 17 April 1802, ibid.; Wilmot and 
Glyn to Addington, 21 Ap~il 1802, ibid., ff. 379-80; Addington to Wilmot 
and Glyn, 1 May 1802, ibid., ff. 389-90; George, A. Serle and Otway to 
Wilmot and Glyn, [ca May 1802], ibid., ff. 390-1. 
114Gordon to King, 15 June 1802, H.0.98/8, unf. 
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claims by La ~~rche that he was harassing the clergy unnecessarily. 115 
The English Committee and Bouillon were anxious to expedite the return 
of their pensioners , and devised the conge system, whereby allowances were 
continued for a period after departure. In 1798-9 the English committee 
usually offered a mois en sus, an extra month's allowance, to those leaving 
the country. In 1800 the Treasury adopted the occasional practice of 
continuing an emigre's allowance for six months after he had left the country, 
t . 1 f 11 d b W. dh ith th W Off· · llG a prac ice a so o owe y in am w e ar ice pensioners. 
In January 1801 a more formal conge system was instituted after La Marche 
suggested to the Treasury that it might offer three to six months allowance 
in advance to clergy who wished to return to France. This, and a similar 
concession to the laity, were approved. In September 1801 the Treasury 
directed the English Committee to allow six months conge to all emigrants 
regardless of rank. In October the Home Office granted Bouillon ' s request 
that refugees in Jersey be allowed conges as an inducement to return home. 
117 
A shorter conge was settled on, travel from Jersey being cheaper. Conges 
were extended occasionally if refugees had to take the long route via Germany 
or were delayed in Jersey awaiting transport. When the arrangement with the 
115La Marche to [King?], 27 Sept. 1802, H.0.98/26, f. 121; Gordon to King, 
11 Oct. 1802, ibid., f. 119. 
116Long to Wilmot and Glyn, 26 June 1800, T.93/4, P• 3; Woodford to HugheS, 
27 June 1800, ibid., p. l; Hughes to Woodford, 4 July 1800, ibid., P• 2; 
Hughes to de cruchent, 5 Aug. 1800, T.93/9, unf. 
117wilmot and Glyn to Long, 24 Jan. 1801, ibid.; Addington to Wilmot and 
Glyn, 22 April 1801, T.93/3, ff. 184-6; Wilmot and Glyn to Addington, 
30 May 1801, ibid., ff. 207-8; Addington to Glyn, 19 Sept. 1801, T.93/4, 
pp. 232-31 Bouillon to King, 21 Sept. 1801, H.0.98/8, unf.; Shee to 
Bouillon, 22 Oct. 1801, H.0.99/2, pp. 60-1. 
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Transport Office was concluded, Wilmot and Glyn reduced the period of the 
cong~, as the cost of travel was now less. 118 People receiving the highest 
allowances suffered the greatest cuts and artisans on fl a month none at all, 
as the Committee was more concerned with the cost of the journey than the status 
of the traveller. 119 
One of the greatest problems with the conge system was how to finance it. 
The returning refugees needed a lwnp sum in advance rather than a continuation 
of relief, but the English Committee used the latter method in its accounting, 
as the Treasury had put a ceiling on its monthly grants. The refugees usually 
managed by borrowing privately against the promise of future allowances, but 
the interest was costly. The Committee tried to help by advancing money from 
surpluses accrued by reductions in numbers, but the continuation of payments 
for other conges for the six months after departure made the reduction a slow 
process. The Committee finally speeded up matters by allowing payments to 
refugees remaining in England to fall another month into arrears. It then 
applied the month's grant thereby saved to pay departing emigres in advance 
until sufficient of the backlog of earlier conges had expired to enable the 
Committee to restore its financial equilibrium. In this, as with other problems 
of the relief organisations, the decline in numbers by the end of 1802 proved 
th 1 . 120 e so ution. 
One final problem faced by the relief organisations was that of refugees 
who returned from France, having found life preferable in Britain. The 
118Minutes 30 Aug. 1801, T.93/4, p. 216; Wilmot and Glyn to Addington,. 
21 April 1802, T.93/3, f. 380; Addington to Wilmot and Glyn, 30 April 1802, 
ibid., f. 388. 
119wilmot and Glyn to Addington, 8 May 1802, ibid., ff. 392- 3; Addington to 
Wilmot and Glyn, 10 May 1802, T.93/4, pp. 349-50. 
120Minutes 13 16 June 1801, ibid., pp. 161-2, 165; Minutes 30 June lBOl, 
T.9)/3, f. '233; Minutes 6 Nov. 1801, ibid., f. 287; Minutes lO~~~e 1: 02~04 ibid. , ff. 403-4; Addington to Wilmot and Glyn, 10 June 1802 , 1 ·' • : 
1111111111 
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government and the committee tried to discourage such returns by removing 
people from the lists on their departure, warning them that they would be 
treated as new applicants if they returned, with no guarantee of being 
121 
accepted. Even so, a few returned. Perhaps they had discovered that 
after a decade in exile, the home for which they had yearned now held little 
for them, as it was no longer the France that they had remembered. 
III 
The efforts of Wilmot's Committee to provide auxiliary welfare services 
were supplemented by the increasing co-operation and self-help of the refugees 
themselves after 1796, as part of their growing sense of community, especially 
in London. This development was not new, but it had strengthened as the period 
of exile had lengthened. The bulk of the ecclesiastical and the other non-
military refugees had arrived in England and Jersey between August ahd October 
1792, and it took them some time to adjust to their new surroundings and 
circumstances. They had left France in bewildering and often terrifying 
circumstances, and had arrived among chaotic scenes along England's south 
coast, often in a state of shock. However, they were thankful to have reached 
safety. Henri Danloux, the French painter, witnessed the arrival of some 
clerics at his London lodgings: 
Je vois monter les dix pr~tres qui vont se coucher. 
Ils sont si heureux qu'ils repetent sans cesse: 
Enfin ici nous sommes en surete! En g~neral ils 
ont de ces physionomies que le malheur seul peut 
donner. 122 
121Addington to Glyn, 19 Sept. 1801, T.93/4, PP• 232- 3• 
122 1· Dal 155 Porta is, n oux, p. • 
Abbe Barruel commented from his own experience, 'that it is impossible to 
e~press the exquisite sensations of a man, first translated from the regions 
of revolutional twnult and horror, into the peaceful abode of personal 
security under a legal government•. 123 
Delight at reaching safety soon gave way to the problems of finding 
lodgings and some means of subsistence, while trying to cope with a new 
environment in which the geography and language might have been utterly 
unfamiliar. The refugees needed time to take stock, familiarise themselves 
with their surroundings, find the best places to shop and make new social 
contacts, if they were not already part of a group. Obviously, these tasks 
were easier if they lived in small towns or in Jersey, rather than in London. 
Again, the clergy were often the first to orient themselves, as they belonged 
to an organisation ev~n in exile, and could depend on receiving an allowance 
from Wilmot's Committee if they were unable to support themselves. 
As might be expected, therefore, the clergy on Jersey were among the 
first to take active measures to enrich life in exile. Spiritual needs took 
precedence; in 1792 the Bishop of Treguier organised the construction of a 
chapel in St Helier, and another three were built elsewhere on the island 
soon after. He opened a register there to record baptisms, marriages, and 
deaths, so that these records could be taken back to France. In 1793-4 the 
clergy organised retreats and conferences for themselves to maintain their 
religious studies, to refresh their souls and to decide on what attitudes and 
124 
courses of action to adopt on their return to France. 
123 17 Barruel, History of the Clergy, iii, p. 2 • 
124connell, 'Breton refugee clergy', pp. 221-7; Plasse, ~C=l~e=r~g~e....;;..F~ran;.;;.;..c~,a-~s~, 
i, pp. 188-9, 332-3, Regis de L'Estourbeillon, Les Familles Fran~aises 
~ Jersey pendant la Revolution (Nantes, 1886), P• 8. 
L. 
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Nor did they neglect the laity. Two priests, Abbe Carron and Abbe 
Chantrel, organised betwePn them two libraries, two schools,a pharmacy, a 
home-visiting scheme and a workshop in which emigrees were paid small sums to 
produce inexpensive clothing for the clergy. Most of this was done in 1792-3, 
and benefitted clergy and laity alike. 125 
In London, the French deferred to Douglass, as Vicar-Apostolic of London, 
in the matter of places of worship; he arranged for their use of existing 
chapels, such as the one at St George's Fields, and supported several altars 
for their sole use. 126 They were also allowed into a number of private chapels. 
In January 1793, with the approval of Douglass, the French bishops arranged a 
week of funeral services for Louis xvr. 127 Douglass offered little in the 
way of material support to the refugee clergy, except to provide trappings 
such as wine and candles for their services, but he continued to take an 
active interest in their spiritual welfare. 
The clergy occupied themselves with composing sermons and chants, and 
holding retreats and conferences. La Marche was particularly anxious that the 
clergy should preserve and even develop their spiritual life in exile, to 
keep them together as a community and to prepare the way for a resumption of 
their duties in France. On the temporal side , in 1794 the former Jesuit 
teachers from St Omer school in Belgium, where many English Catholics had been 
educated, founded Stonyhurst in Lancashire , i.n a house owned by the Welds of 
128 Lulworth. 
125 Plasse, Clerge Fran9ais, i, 
pp. 228-231. 
pp. 335-8; Connell , 'Breton refugee clergy' , 
126 b Entry und., W.D.A., Douglass' Diary, i, PP• -c. 
127The Times 28 Jan. 1793. 
128E t d W DA Douglass' Diary, i, pp. d-ei Meignan, Pretre Oeporte, 
n ry un • ' • • • ' -=-=~-~.;;;.;;;.~~.;__-- ~ • · i 70 1 pp. 144-5; Kerbiriou, La Marche, pp. 448-51; Baston, Mc~ircS, 1 , PP• - , 
79-80. New Catholic Encyclopedia, xiii, p. 726; French Exiles, PP• 50-1. 
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At this stage IOOst of the work for the material welfare of the refugees 
in England was left to the relief co11unittees, which provided allowances, 
clothing and medical care. After all, most refugees lived in the expectation 
of a speedy return to France, so in their view to commit themselves to long-
t~rm projects would be a waste of time, and might imply a lack of confidence 
in their expected reinstatement in France. Whilst the war raged in the Low 
Countries, and western France was in rebellion, the call might come at any time. 
The failures of the Lowlands campaign and the Quiberon expedition shook 
the expectations of an imminent return home, and paved the way for the 
commencement of more long-term projects. Two of the first were the foundation 
of Penn School in Buckinghamshire and Maria Macnamara's school in Harmnersmith. 
The former was Burke 's idea, and the latter was strongly supported by the 
Marchioness of Buckingham, but the French themselves took the lead after the 
evacuation of the Channel Islands in 1796. The influx of refugees brought 
Abbe Carron and Abbe Chantrel to London, where they continued the work they 
had begun in Jersey, thereby supplementing the efforts of those French already 
in London. 
At Douglass ' request, George III had given the French permission to build 
chapels and to practise their religion. 129 The French built a chapel in Soho 
in 1795, with funds raised by La Marche and Mrs Silburne, and another in Southwark 
in June 1796. Subsequent to his arrival in London, Chantrel founded the 
Chapelle de Sainte-Marie in Somerstown, and this became the centre of his 
activities. From there he re-established his clothing workshop, and organised 
'un service de bains pour les emigres de toutes les classes'. 13° Carron arrived 
in July or August 1796, and opened a chapel in Conway Street in December. By 
129 Lubersac, Journal, p. 32. 
130Plasse, Clerge Franiais, ii, PP• 133-4. 
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1798 he had established a small 'seminary of students in Divinity' near the 
131 
chapel. In October 1797 he opened another chapel in a house in Tottenham 
Place. The house also accommodated a school for French h"ld c i ren and a library 
for the French clergy. 132 F h" l th· b or aw i e is ecame the nucleus for other 
activities. Dr Douglass has left us a description of carron's use of two 
adjoining houses in Tottenham Place and another nearby, in 1798: 
The parlour of No. 20 is an Apothecary's shop for the 
poor French, & attended by a French Priest. The 1st 
floor forms the chapel - the other rooms are inhabited 
by French Priests. The parlours of No. 21 &c serve 
for schools for the children (a few English are at 
this school). The house at the South corner of 
Southampton Court & Beaumont place is inhabited whollY 
by French Gentlemen Laicks, Barons, Marquis and others 
who devote themselves entirely to the service of God 
& salvation of their souls, under the direction of 
Monsieur Carron ••• 133 
In 1797-8 Carron established in Somerstown homes for the old and sick, 
one for clergy and one for women. In 1799 he added to them a dispensary and 
a room known as the 'Chambre de la Providence', which served as a depot for 
134 clothing donated for distribution among the refugees. In the same year he 
135 moved his two schools there and enlarged their enrolment. Henceforth, the 
Polygon in Somerstown formed the centre of his activities. 136 From here he 
131Plasse, Clerge Franyais, ii, p. 131; Entry 15 Aug. 1798, W.D.A., Douglass' 
DiaIY,, i, p. 117. The Trappists at Lulworth also opened a school~ but loc~l 
opposition to their practice of shaving the boys' heads and dress~ng them in 
Trappist habits, caused the prior to close the school in 1800. He had earlier 
disregarded the protests of Thomas Weld, the owner of the estate at Lulworth: 
Entry 27 Oct. 1798, ibid., p. 125; Entry 31 March 1800, ibid., ii, p. 15. 
132Entry Dec. 1796, W.D.A., Douglass' Diary, i, p. 50; Lubersac, Journal, 
pp. 32-4, 48-9, 59; Plasse, Clerge Fran9ais, ii, pp. 121-3, 130-4. 
133Entry 2 Sept. 1798, w.o.A., Douglass' Diary, i, P• 119. 
134 Kerbiriou, La Marche, p. 453. 
135 b d sixty g1.'rls· Lubersac, Journal, p. 111. In 1802 it had over sixty oys an over · 
136Entry 8 March 1800, w.o.A., Douglass' Diary, ii, p. 11; Plasse, Clerge Fran~ais, 
ii, p. 131; Kerbiriou, La Marche, P• 453. 
operated a visiting service consisting of clerics and volunteer women who 
helped nurse the sick. 137 
As the period of exile lengthened, the problem of educating the children 
became more acute. Each death diminished the reservoir of tradition and 
practical experience among the exiles, and the young had to be trained to 
. 
replace them lest a restoration of the old ways became impracticable. 
Naturally, children were to be instructed in the Cathotic religion, but for 
-
what sort of a life should they be prepared? The ecclesiastical and lay 
leaders had conflicting interests: the Church and the anned services both 
needed to have a continuity of recruitment to their ranks if they were to survive 
as a body. But should not the children be educated to earn their own living 
in exile? There was no immediate prospect of a restoration of church and 
monarchy in France. 
These conflicts of interest were apparent as early as 1796, when Penn 
School was first set up. Burke was perturbed that La Marche intended to run the 
school as a seminary, and had made no provision for English to be taught. 
Burke protested strongly: 
I really conside~, the Idea of forcing the miserable 
French boys to be foreigners here, is little less than 
downright madness; and the educating them as 
ecclesiastics, when we have nothing for them, by any 
possibility, but some chance of their struggling in 
some part of these dominions, in a military line, is 
I think not less so.138 
Burke gained the concurrence of leading French noblemen in his objection to the 
school being run as a seminary, 139 and in fact it was conducted more on the lines 
of a military academy, with English included in the curriculum. 
137 
Ibid. 
138surke to T. Hussey, 25 May 1796, Edmund Burke, Correspondence of Edmund 
Burke ed. R.B. McDowell and J.A. Wood, vol. ~x (Cambridge, 19?0), PP• 2o-l. 
139 
Burke to La Marche, [?] June 1796, ibid., P• 53, 
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M"ria Macnamara faced similar problems at her girls' school in 
Hammersmith. She had to educate the girls to become the wives of gentlemen, 
while recognising the fact that they might remain in poverty in exile. Besides 
traditional subjects, the girls were taught English and ' everything that is 
necess~ry for girls who must be to depend [sic] upon their talents and industry•:4C 
In 1B01 the school was in financial difficulties, so the Marchioness of 
Buckingham solicited the help of her brother-in-law, Grenville. He thought 
that the government might contribute £100 towards its costs. In the event of 
its doing so, Maria Mac~amara undertook 
to educate, board, lodge, clothe the children without 
taking any of the Committee money, which would be a 
great help to the parents, and induce them to put their 
children to the school, instead of keeping them, as 
many do for the sake of the weekly allowance, in their 
wretched garrets, naked, starved and without instruction. 141 
Her school was an important one, as it and Penn were the two cheapest schools. 
Even Carron's schools were beyond most purses . In 1800 they cost thirty 
guineas a year for board and tuition142 - twice the annual relief allowance 
for a gentleman. Either the government failed to come to the rescue of the 
Hammersmith school, or the aid was insufficient , for the school was soon forced 
. 143 to amalgamate with Carron's girls ' school in Somerstown. 
One school was clearly established on the presumption of an eventual 
144 
return to France. In 1799 Charles de Barentin, the former Chancellor of France, 
140Marchioness of Buckingham to Grenville , 10 March 1801, H.M.C. Dropmore, 
vi, pp. 268-9. 
141Ib 'd l •, p. 269. 
142Entry 8 March 1800 , W.D.A •. , Douglass' Diary;, ii, P • 11. 
143 Lubersac, Journal, p. 88. 
144It .. t t· g to note that the English Lord Chancellor, Lord Loughborough, 1.s in eres 1.n . . f £SO a month. In 
supported Barentin until 1801, making him an allowance O i 
1801 ' having lost all hope of r~covering in France the means of ~epay ~id 
his ~ordship, which he (Mr Barentin) has always int~nded', B~r:~1c~ :~Pth:n 
for and was granted a like sum from the magistrates liSt , 0 
had charge: Minutes 21 Aug. 1801, T.93/4, PP• 208-9. 
,, 
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r · 
started a school in London to train young emigr~s as magistrates, so that 
the former system of law and administration could be restored in France when 
the monarchy was reinstated. In October 1800, Louis XVIII wrote to congratulate 
him and M. de Bourblanc, who ran the school, saying 
'qu'il etoit inquiet sur les etudes de sa jeWlesse 
qui, dans les pays etrangers meme, pouvait se 
destiner un jour a la magistrature, je suis a present 
rassure sur cet objet important.•145 
If the arrival of Chantrel and Carron in London in 1796 gave impetus to 
the community development of the refugees there, the same could be said for the 
arrival of the French royal family in London from 1799. In that year Monsieur 
iooved from Holyrood Palace to a rented house in Baker Street. The Due de Berri, 
his younger son, and the Due de Bourbon, Conde' s son, settled nearby. In 1800 
Conde' s emigre army on the Continent was finally disbanded, and in 1801 Conde 
also moved to London. St Marylebone, already an area where the wealthier 
enigres congregated, became a centre for the more ardent Royalists. In 1799 
146 the French opened the Chapel of the Annunciation on the corner of Little George 
and King Streets. The building was funded by subscriptions raised amongst the 
French community and sympathetic English people. La Marche and other prelates 
launched the project, with permission from Douglass and the government. The 
chapel became kn9.wn as the French Chapel Royal and was the principal site for 
funeral orations, major religious ceremonies and royal occasions in the French 
community. 147 The chapel was also a welfare centre. The Archbishop of Aix, 
Jean de .aoisgelin, called on his flock to aid thems.el ves by raising money and 
· 
145touis XVIII to M. de· Bourblanc; 30 Oct. 1800, quoted in Lubersac, 
Journal, p. !64. Barentin had instituted an enquiry into the teaching. 
of jurisprud~nce in France in 1786, so his interest in legal ecJ1i1cation 
·wn-s longs tal'ding: D. B. F. , v, pp. 4 35-8. 
146· . · 122 Now Carton · Street: Weiner, French Exiles, P• ·• 
147Ibid., pp. 122-4~· Plasse, . cierge Fran~ais, i~, PP• 159-73 passim. 
seeking out those in need. A committee was fomed for this purpose. ~ Emigrcfo 
women, including nuns, took care of the sick women, and presumably the clergy 
tended the men. Boisgelin also instituted a scheme whereby refugees would pay 
a shilling and donate their services as nurses in return for receiving care 
when sick. It was administered through a central office, which maintained 
a roster of volunteers. 148 
By 1800 there were thus three main focal points for the French in London: 
the French Chapel Royal in St Marylebone, where the Royalists and wealthier 
~ 
emigre~ congregated; the Polygon in Somerstown where Carron and his projects 
were located, and where the poorer refugees lived; and Mrs Silbume 's house 
in Bloomsbury, the distribution point for refugees 11 ving in inner London. 
The refugees' hones were clustered in these areas, which were adjacent, and 
encompassed the Middlesex Hospital. The house in Bloomsbury was probably 
the most important determinant for the poorer refugees. They had to appear 
there in person to collect their monthly allowances, so they tended to live 
in those areas within walking distance where cheap housing was available. 
'!be French royal family actively fostered their countrymen's sense of 
community. Artois and Cond~, in particular, conscientiously visited the old 
people's homes, the hospitals and the schools. They attended prize-givings 
149 
at the latter, often in the company of French bishops and Dr Douglass. The 
French Chapel Royal also provided .a religious, monarchical and ceremonial focus 
for the community in which French princes, aristocrats, bishops and clergy 
150 i d 
mingled with English nobles and prelates. These activities all emphas se 
the partnership of church and monarchy, vital to the cause of the Royalists• 
148Ibid., pp. 183-4; Weiner, French ' Exiles, pp. 127-8; Wilkinson, ' French 
~migr~s', pp • . 5 73-4. 
149Entries 5 March 21 April 1799, W.D.A., Douglass ' Diary, i, PP• 140 , 145 ; 
. ' b J 1 pp 115-4 7. Entry 8 March 1800, ibid., ii, p. 11; Lu ersac, ourna , • 
150 6 1799 w DA Douglass' Diary, i, pp. 162-3; See, for example, Entry 1 Nov• , • • •, _ 
Entry 15 March 1800, ibid., ii, p. 12. 
, " 
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This emphasis was increasingly important from 1800, as Bonaparte used 
successive concessions to the clergy and the less-committed lay refugees to 
split these twin foundations of the ancien regime, and to fragment each group. 151 
The Concordat split the bishops exiled in England. The Pope ordered all French 
bishops to resign their sees, as Bonaparte now had the power to nominate 
candidates for them. Fifteen of the bishops in England refused to do so, and 
remained in exile. La M~rche, a staunch Royalist, was a leading figure amongst the 
recusants. The fortunes of those bishops who stayed in England were now boW1d 
to the Royalist cause more tightly than ever. 152 
The welfare projects developed by the French greatly assisted Wilmot and 
Glyn. The need for them was great. In 1801 the Comte de Botherel complained 
that the frightful accumulation of deceases [sic] 
within about one year, arises only from an exhausted 
state thro' want of nourishment. And how indeed, can 
a person live on one shilling, when bread alone is 
upwards of four pence per pound when a lodging in a 
bare garret costs almost as much every day , and that 
consequently the whole sum only affords, as one may 
say, dry bread and a shelter.153 
Malnutrition stalked the poorer refugees, some of whom had no idea how to budget 
on a subsistence income. In consequence, health care was vital to the refugee 
community. 
Most of the secours extraordinaire was expended as before, with the bulk 
going to the dispensaries, the doctors and the Middlesex Hospital, but Wilmot 
In and Glyn were prepared to give small sums in support of French projects. 
October 1800 Carron reported to them that he might be forced to close the house 
151Entry 13 Feb. 1600, ibid., P• 8. 
152For an account of the debate among thebishops in England1 se~ Douglass• 
entries for Sept. 1801 to July 1802 in ibid., PP• 70-90 passim. 
153Memorial of Botherel, 20 July 1801, B.M. Add. Ms 37868, £. 108. See also 
La Marche to Wilmot and Glyn [ca ?lay ISOO], ~- 93/~'w!:i.ti!8·inTl~!:i~:h~ne 
of the very few examples I have found of an migr g 
,. 
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at Somerstown where he maintained between thirty and forty aged and infirm 
clergy, as his private funds were almost exhausted. The Committee ordered 
the payment of a further four guineas a month towards the rent for at least 
six months, so they must have been contributing already. 154 Four months later 
Mademoiselle de Villiers155 asked for aid for the French Female Hospital, and 
the committee responded by ordering the supply of medicines to the hospital, 
and the grant of two guineas a month from government funds and one from the 
. f d 156 private un. This help was offered in spite of the Committee's own 
attempts to economise on medical care early in 1800. 157 Wilmot took an interest 
in Carron I s projects and visited the home for the aged and sick clergy and the 
f 1 h ' 1 . F b 1800 f f h 1th ' t't t· 158 ema e ospi ta in e ruary , as part o a survey o ea ins 1 u ions. 
Wilmot and Glyn and the French themselves did what they could to provide 
health services for the refugees, but lack of money was a problem for two 
reasons: the rate of allowances was not high enough to allow the refugees to 
maintain an adequate diet, and there was little money available to expand health 
services beyond the level achieved in 1796. However, between them, and with 
the help of the Ladies' Committee, they gave the refugees a better standard of 
1 . h 159 health care than that enjoyed by most of the Eng is poor. 
IV 
By the end of 1802 the number of refugees on the major relief lists had 
dropped considerably, and it remained relatively stable thereafter. This is 
154Minutes 14 Oct. 1800, T.93/3, ff. 67-8. 
155she was probably the daughter of the Comte de VillierS, who had charge of 
the Jersey list in London. 
156 2 3 Minutes 28 Feb. 1801, T.93/4, PP• 10 - • 
157 See above, pp. 350-1. 
158Minutes 1 Feb. 1800, T.93/2, ff. 300-01. The survey was part of the attempt 
to economise. 
159
see Chapter 10. 
demonstrated in the case of the clergy and laity under the control of 
160 Wilmot and Glyn: 
1802 
June 
September 
December 
1805 
March 
Clergy 
1199 
870 
835 
858 
Laity 
977 
774 
757 
740 
Special 
165 
86 
86 
83 
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Despite the recent addition of small refugee groups like the st Domingans and 
the Chouans, the period of administrative growth in refugee relief was clearly 
over. The administrative systems that had developed over the past decade were 
now likely to remain stable or be scaled down slowly. 
Three types of administration had emerged in the period since 1792. The 
first was that of the charitable committees, as exemplified by the sundry 
country committees, Thomas' Committee and Wilmot's Committee in its first 
sixteen months. The second was an amalgam of private and govemment charity, 
given its institutional shape in Wilmot's Committee between December 1793 and 
February 1798. The third was the government instrumentality. All other 
organisations fitted into this category, the principal ones being Bouillon's 
administration in Jersey and Elliot's in the Mediterranean, and Wilmot's 
Committee after February 1798. The latter does not fit as neatly as the others, 
but from that date it had a formal basis apart from the earlier charitable 
committee, and Wilmot and Glyn received some sort of financial recompense 
from the government for their labours. Most of the organisations shared 
two features: funds, whether public or private, went first to a British 
160see accounts for clergy and laity, T.93/5, ff. 18, 19, 22 , 23 , 104, 105 , 
546, 547. 
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administrator or body of administrators, then passed through a distributor 
or a series of distributors, usually Frenchmen, to the pensioners; and these 
distributors did all the routine paperwork associated with the distribution, 
and often that involved in application procedures. The fact that these 
distributors were often themselves beneficiaries of relief immediately sets 
th~~ apart from most ordinary welfare administrators. 
The British administrators are interesting for another reason. The cases 
of Wilmot, Bouillon and Elliot all demonstrate the importance of one particular 
level of administrators in the relief structures: the chiefs of the relief 
organisations. Their connection with the under secretaries of the relevant 
government departments were the channels of communication through which 
information, requests and instructions flowed , as well as the money which was 
the life-blood of the organisations. These three men and La ?-1arche provided a 
continuity in administration and a wealth of experience which was essential 
to the whole operation. All four remained involved in refugee relief for 
over a decade. On the government side, Charles Long of the Treasury and John 
King of the Home Office provided similar benefits until 1801, adding stability 
to the administrative processes. This continuity extended even to the 
ministerial level, despite the multiplicity of departments involved: between 
1793 and 1801 Dundas, Pitt and Portland shared the major responsibility for 
refugee relief. 
Through long association, Wilmot, Bouillon and Elliot became intimately 
acquainted with many of the refugees. This was particularly true of Bouillon 
and Elliot, who lived among them. They seem to have been on good terms with 
most Frenchmen directly involved in administration, such as La Marche, Cheylus , 
Le Mintier, de Villiers and de Nantiat. The evidence suggests, however, that the 
refugees were often exasperating to deal with, and they encroached heavily on 
:, 
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the time and energies of men who received little or nothing for their labours. 
The work was taxing emotionally as well, for the administrators were daily 
confronted with harrowing cases for which they could do little. Elliot 
expressed this well in a letter to his wife: 
I never passed so severe a time as at Leghorn, in my 
life. The outer room was so crowded that People 
waited on the stair case & in the passages. I saw 
them one by one - the same unhappy story repeated 
almost in the same words by them all; every one 
convinced that his own case was the only one that 
deserved attention, & not one in twenty in which it 
61 was possible for me to give any relief, or comfort. 1 
The burdens of office seemed particularly onerous in Jersey, where Bouillon, 
Craig and Gordon tried at various times either to reduce the number of refugees 
on the island or to shed responsibility for them. But they always came to the 
rescue when the refugees were threatened with crises such as near-starvation 
in 1793 or the evacuation of the Channel Islands in 1796. If the attitude of 
the administrators towards their charges was one of sympathy mixed with 
exasperation, the former outweighed the latter at such times. 
161Elliot to Lady Elliot, 27 Feb. 1794, N.L.S. Ms llo49 , f. 121• 
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CHAPTER 10 
REFUGEE RELIEF IN ITS CONTEMPORARY CONTEXT 
In the previous five chapters I have discussed the development 
of British organisations for the relief of the French refugees, 
setting it within a chronological fraroowork. It remains to sum up 
this developnent, and to see how the treatment of the French fitted 
into the context of assistance to other groups of the poor in late 
eighteenth century Britian. The French were, of course, a special 
group of poor people in that they were unfamiliar with the language 
and customs of England and totally unfitted for living at subsistence 
level. Against this, their background won for them assistance more 
favourable than for the ordinary poor. Their relief was administered, 
however, within the constraints imposed by the attitudes and 
organisational modes of the age. In this chapter I propose to ' , ,1• 
first at the charitable efforts on behalf of the refugees, -t_,, • ' 
light of contemporary philanthropic practices, and then to examine 
the government funded relief organisations in Er..gland and Jersey as 
a form of public assistance, against the background of ordinary poor 
relief, concentrating on Wilmot's Committee as the key refugee relief 
organisation in both contexts. 
Norman McCord, in his article 'The Poor Law and philanthropy', 
divides philanthropic activity into three categories: organised 
societies, associations to meet temporary needs, and charity from 
individuals. 1 Charity towards the French refugees fitted into all 
three categories. Individual help was given throughout the period. 
1Norman McCord, 'The Poor Law and philanthropy', in Derek Fraser (ed.), 
TheNewPoor Law in the Nineteenth Century (London, 1976), P• 90. 
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Temporary associations were formed in September and October 1792 to 
cater for the immediate needs of the French who flooded into England 
in the peak wave of the emigration. Most committees, such as those 
in Dover and Eastbourne, concentrated on providing food, clothing 
and temporary shel tcr for the incoming refugees, and transport to 
London for those who wanted it. The two major London committees, 
Wilmot's and Thomas', also expected the refugee problem to be 
temporary, but they fit more readily into the first category, as they 
were formally constituted societies designed to continue as long as 
the refugee problem persisted. 
As such, these collDnittees clearly belonged to the pattern of 
'associated philanthropy' which both B. Kirkman Gray and David Owen 
2 
see as characteristic of the eighteenth century. Wilmot's Committee 
and Thomas' Committee were voluntary associations of people who joined 
together to meet a case of special need: the destitute French clergy 
and laity. This was typical of eighteenth century English philanthropy, 
which concentrated on special cases rather than on general provision 
for the poor, the latter being the preserve of Poor Law authorities. 
The refugee relief committees formally represented the interests 
of the subscribers, although membership was not elective, and interested 
people found no difficulty in joining. This followed the common 
principle that the people who provided the money should decide how it 
was spent. 3 Each Committee met regularly to decide on matters of 
policy and finance. In practice, the Committees' work was shaped by 
2B. Kirkman Gray, A History of English Philanthropy from the Dissolution 
of the Monasteries to the Tnking of the First Census (London, 1905), 
pp. 79-80, 95-6; Owen, English Philanthropy, PP• 12, 60. 
3McCord, 'Poor Law and philanthropy', P• 91. 
those members who attended meetings most frequently. 
'lbe Committees had two main functions: to raise funds, and to 
spend them on the refugees. Both Conunittees used subscription lists 
to raise money, and advertised extensively to promote these lists. 
Such roothods were typical of contemporary charitable organisations. 
Gray stresses the importance of publicity in convincing potential 
donors of the rightness of a particular cause, and the virtue that 
they would display by subscribing to it. 4 
The greater durability of Wilmot 's Committee sprung in part 
from its more successful use of publicity. Financially, however, 
its greatest coup was the collection in the Anglican parishes, taken 
under a church brief authorised by George III and the Anglican bishops. 
This raised some £40,000. This form of collection had been commonly 
used in the seventeenth century in response to disasters such as fires, 
but the growth of the insurance industry had led to a decline in its 
5 
use. The parish collection was also unusual in its ecumenical aspects, 
for parallel collections were taken in Dissenting and Roman Catholic 
congregations. This gesture of the Anglican clergy on behalf of the 
French Roman Catholic clergy came only thirteen years after the Gordon 
Riots and eight years before George III refused to grant Catholic 
Emancipation in Ireland. The growth of religious toleration in Britain 
has been an uneven process, and the French clergy were fortunate to 
have arrived in a period of relative toleration, as evidenced by the 
Catholic Relief Act of 1791. 
4
cray, English Philanthropy, pp. 266-7. 
5 Ibid., pp. 81-2. 
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Both Wilmot's Committee and 1bomas' Committee expended the 
major part of their resources on the payment of relief allowances. 
Wilmot' s Committee also spent money on sending clergy abroad, on the 
provision of back-up services such as clothing and medical care and 
on group settlement schemes at Gosport and Winchester. I shall reserve 
discussion of these techniques until later, as most of them continued 
after the government assumed control of funding. 
Like many contemporary charities, the members were drawn from a 
number of walks of life, including Anglican clergy, members of 
parliament, lawyers, businessmen, aristocrats and gentry. Gray sees 
the 'complex intermingling of men and schemes• 6 as an important feature 
of eighteenth centry English philanthropy. The same set of men might 
be involved in various activities, or men from different groups might 
come together over the same activity. In this way, philanthropists 
might exchange ideas and experiences. In Gray's view, these connections 
led to a certain homogeneity of charitable administration and the 
development of a class of professional philanthropists. 7 
The members of Wilmot's Connnittee conformed to this pattern in 
several ways. '11te evangelicals William Wilberforce, 'Thomas Bernard 
and John Julius Angerstein, for example, could all be termed professional 
philanthropists, although their main interests fell outside refugee 
relief. They moved in much the same circles, but the Committee also 
brought together men of different religions, such as these evangelicals 
and Charles Butler, a prominent Roman Catholic, and men of different 
political allegiances, such as Edmund Burke and the Marquis of 
Buckingham. More importantly, the Committee included men "with 
6 Ibid. , p. 96. 
7Ibid., pp. 96, 273-4. 
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considerable administrative experience who were prepared to take the 
lead in its affairs, such as Wilmot, Philip Metcalfe and Sir William 
Pepperell. Wilmot was important not only because of his key position 
as chairman, but for his legal training and extensive experience as 
a commissioner on the American Loyalist Claims Board. 
Wilmot's Committee differed from most other philanthropic 
organisations in one respect: it was built on the administrative 
foundations laid down by members of the group to be relieved. The 
Bishop of St Pol de L~on had made the first moves towards organising 
assistance for his fellow-exiles. This produced another anomaly: 
although the Committee raised the funds and decided on matters of 
policy, the actual distribution of funds was organised by La Marche 
and staffed mainly by French clergy, some themselves the object of 
the charity. Similarly, members of the French lay community in Britain 
carried out much of the distribution work for Thomas' Committee. 
One further aspect of philanthropic activity on behalf of the 
French refugees deserves comment: the formation of two separate Ladies ' 
Committees, one in 1793 and the other in 1795-6. The former acted as 
an auxiliary to Wilmot' s Committee, in that it raised funds for the 
French clergy, then turned those funds over to Wilmot's Committee. 
The second Ladies' Committee, which contained a core of members from 
the first, was a philanthropic organisation in its own right. It 
collected money and goods for the benefit of the French, and was active 
in home visiting and practical assistance. The main thrust of its 
activities was directed towards the care of female emigrants, and 
i hildbi th It was thus in the particularly towards care for women n c r • 
vanguard of the development of women's charitable associations, which 
8 
spread rapidly in the nineteenth century. 
8 See above, p. 270. 
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In December 1793, after both Wilmot's Committee and Thomas' 
Committee had run out of funds, the Treasury agreed to provide a 
monthly grant to Wilmot's Committee on the condition that it assumed 
responsibility for lay relief in England, as well as general 
ecclesiastical relief. The Committee accepted the offer. 
The Commi.ttce continued to administer its expanded responsibilities 
for refugee relief, deferring to the government as paymaster, until 1798, 
when the charitable committee was superseded by a two-man committee 
appointed by the government. From this date, with the Treasury in 
control of funds and policy, and the Connnittee reduced to two men, 
Wilmot and Colonel Thomas Glyn, who had executive responsibilities, 
the Committee had become, in effect, a government instrumentality. 
This development fits well into the three stage pattern of 
welfare agency development outlined by David Owen. In the first stage, 
philanthropists discover a need, and organise an association to relieve 
it. In the second stage, the government steps in with a grant-in-aid, 
and thereafter has an increasing say in policy. In the final stage, 
the service may become a state enterprise run by the government either 
alone, or with voluntary aid. 9 The example of Wilmot ' s Committee stands 
out in two respects. First, it passed through these stages in less 
than a decade. Secondly, this development occurred in the 1790s, while 
Owen's examples of the final stage are drawn mainly from the late 
10 
nineteenth and the t.wentieth centuries. Thus the case of French 
refugee relief is interesting as an early example of central government 
involvement in a poverty problem. 
90wen, English Philanthropy, P• 7. 
lOibid,, Chapter XVIII. 
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The government's outlay of b~t\\ll!.cn £100,000 and (250,000 per 
annum on the French re fu~, ~<!F I while it provided no more than a 
subsistencc for most of li.iC l>Pncficiarics, hns to be seen as remarkably 
generous. It was unusual for late eighteenth century government to 
spend such swns, or to invoJv~ itself so closely, administratively, 
in alleviating distress. 'l'hE" nature ,)f the particular group concerned 
goes a long way to explaini1.~ this involvement. When their numbers 
warrant it, 1·cfugees tend to form a special group in any connnunity, 
and the British g vl31 -nmcnt ~ssist.ed a nllmber of such groups both before 
. 1 
and after the 179(),, . 1 
To sum U?, , ~:tt~hJ~ ~Fforts on behalf o~ destitute French 
refugees fitr.ed into t!tt: mainstream of contemporary philanthropic 
activities, parti.cularl, those on behalf of other refugee groups. 
Once the ·govemlilent stt:..pr,et1 in with financial ai..d to Wilmot's Committee 
and to the vrganisatlon in Jersey, French refugee relief mo'1ed into the 
realm of public assistance. The French exi.sted as a special group of 
the poor partly becauge t?1c-?y fell outside the net of parochial relief, 
as they did not qualify under the Law of Settlement. As the central 
government tht·s came to st ' lnd in place of the parish in providing poor 
relief for the French, it may be instructive to see how well it compared 
as an agent of social administration. There is one difficulty in so 
doing which should be noted in advance: local variations in contemporary 
parish relief were so great as to render haza,rdous the making of any 
generalisations. 
The central governmen~•s grnnt of funds to the relief organisations 
in England and Jersey sidest•.:!pp~d two problems which long bedevilled poor 
11 • il · ct t r 11 For the grants, This context is diRcussed in r"" ta J.n 1ap .e - • 
see below, pp. 392-3. 
I 
relief in England. First, there was no sc-ttlement problem, and minor 
disputes over the demarcation of the committees could be arbitrated 
by the goverument, without recourse to expensive litigation. 12 Secondly, 
no time or money had to be spent on fund-raising, thus reducing 
administrative costs, and there were not the inequalities associated 
with poor parishes having to raise more mortey for poor relief than 
rich ones. 
The government's device of retaining and extending existing relief 
organisations, while it provided set monthly grants, had parallels with 
the contemporary practice in some parishes of farming out poor relief 
administration to contractors who agreed to assume this responsibility 
l.-3 in return for a set yearly sum. For the relief organisations, the 
set monthly grants were an aid to budgeting, but the system' s 
inflexibility brought problems to Wilmot' s Committee, which faced an 
increasing number of applicants for relief. Initially, at the 
Committee's· request, the govermoont augmented the grant several times, 
but in 1795 it refused to allow any further increases, and in 179 7 it 
froze the number of places on the relief lists, barring eligible 
applicants from being admitted until vacancies arose. Parishes do 
not seem to have adopted this practice. Again, the system's rigidity 
meant that the scales of allowances did not rise until 1801, and were 
14 
even lowered in some categories, so that the price inflation during 
the Revolutionary Wars significantly eroded the value of the refugees ' 
12 Geof frcy W. Oxley, Poor Relief in England and Wales 1601-1834 
(Newton Abbott, 1974), p. 42. 
l 3Ibid 4, 5 100 Sidney and Beatrice Webb, English Poor T,aw 
• , pp• ... - • ; ) 29 8 
History. Part I: The 01 cl Poor Lnw ( repr • London, 196 3 , P • • 
14See for example the rise in the index of consumer goods from 122 
in i 792 to 228 it; 1801 on the 'Schumpetcr-Gilboy Pri cc Indices - 1661-
1823', part A, reproduC'ed in B.R. Mitchell and Phyllis n~;ne, Abstract 
of British Historical Statistics (Cambridge, 1971), P• 4 • 
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allowances. For all its faults, the contemporary Speenhamlnnd system 
adopted by some parishes allowed d(lle money and allowances in aid of 
wages to rise with the cost of bread. 15 
The centralisation i~plied by the government's control of finance 
was more apparent than real, as, the government's ad hoc acquisition of 
responsibility for refugee relief had left Wilmot' s Committee in the 
charge of the Treasury, and lay relief in Jersey in the hands of the 
War Department, before it passed back to· the Home Office in 1797. 
. , 
The Treasury in fa.ct had the more important role, because it supervised 
the major relief organisation and had ultimate control over both groups, 
although funds came in the first instance from the respective departments. 
The failure to vest responsibility in one department meant that 
variations of . pol;cy and administration were possible, for the relief 
organisations were autonomous, but the variation was greater in specific 
decisions than in the administrative structure. Each organisation was 
headed by an administrator or administrative group who negotiated with 
the responsible department on matters of finance and policy. They 
estimated the annual and monthly expenditure, received the Treasury 
drafts and passed the money on to the distribution network, which was 
composed mainly of Frenchmen. La Marche managed the clergy network, 
the French Committee the lay network in England, and the Jersey Committee 
the lay distribution in Jersey. The distributors kept records and 
sent accounts of expenditure to the chief administrators, who in turn 
rendered accounts to their respective departments or superiors• 
Administratively, the main exchange was between the English 
administ~~tors and the Frenchmen in charge of the distribution. 
15Mat"k Blaug, ''Ihe myth of the Old Poor Law and the making of the New'' 
Journal of Economic History, xxiii, no. 2, June 1963, P• 162 · 
r 
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latter screened relief applications before sending them on to the 
administrators, and acted as representatives of the recipi~nts when 
making submissions to the admi.nistrators di or rectly to the government. 
The administrators ruled. on apflications and sent 4ifficult cases to 
the appropriate minister for a final decision. The close links between 
the successive levels of administration, the high calibre · of the 
administrators, and the fact that the distributors were the formal 
representatives of the recipients, were departures from the usual 
pattern of parochial relief. 
The main criterion of eligibility for assistance seems to have 
been inability to work. In prac.tice this meant the old, the sick, 
.. , 
children under sixteen, gentlewomen and clergy. Except for the last 
two, these were the sorts of people most often covered by ordinary 
poor relief. Young refuge~s, however, had the advantage of being 
classed as children for several years longer than their English 
counterparts, and were not set to work in any way. Like the parishes, 
th,e government tried to provide employment for able-bodied men. It 
hit upon the expedient of inviting them to en.list in the emigre 
regiments in the British Army, which was chronically short of troops. 
With this option available, able-bodied men between the ages of sixteen 
and fifty were specifically excluded from relief. The clergy were 
exempted from this ruling, as military service was deemed inappropriate 
to their calling. In the same way, presumably, it seemed inappropriate 
to force ~migr~e gentlewomen to work, but reasonable to expect female 
French servants to find employment. Unlike most of the poor, the 
clergy and gentlewomen had a right to subsistence allowances, which 
were withdrawn only if they had other means of support. 
Like the parishes, the relief organisations had the options of 
providing indoor or outdoor relief. They chose the latter, except 
for the attempts of Wilmot's Committee to set up colonies of clergy 
at Forton, Winchester, Thame and Reading. The first of these soon 
sent most of its inmates to Winchester, and the last two were formed 
when the Winchester colony disbanded, so only the Winchester scheme 
need be considered here. The settlement was the sort that Poor Law 
overseers could only dream of: the government lent and maintained 
the building, the inmates were clean, quiet and orderly, and they 
organised the cooking and cleaning themselves. The number of occupants 
was reasonably predictable, which made budgeting easier, and allowed 
the Connnittee's agent to negotiate favourable contracts for supplies 
with the local tradesmen. The occupants were not selected on the 
basis of age or infirmity, so they suffered less ill-health than those 
in the parish workhouses. 1bey were all men, so there were no 
pregnancies and no problem of trying to segregate the sexes. Despite 
all these favourable circumstances, the Comittee still complained that 
16 
it cost more per head to maintain them there than outside the colony, 
probably because semi-starvation was less easily tolerated under direct 
supervision. This suggests that the preference for outdoor relief on 
17 
the part of many Poor Relief overseers was amply justified 
financially. The tapestry and knitting workshop instigated by the 
Marchioness of Buckingham at Winchester18 was the only attempt to 
use the labour of the refugees to defray the cost of their unkeep, 
and this was clearly a voluntary scheme of self-help• 'Ihe notion of 
making pauperism pay its own way by setting relief pensioners to work, 
16
see above, p. 203. 
17oxley, Poor Relief, P• 62. 
18see above, P• 219. 
inside or outside the workhouses, or that of outlaying funds to set 
up workshops to be run at a profit on their labour, played no part 
in refugee relief, because of the nature and background of the French. 
The system of monthly allowances, the main form of relief, 
certainly fitted into the pattern of contemporary poor relief in 
one respect: they were insufficient to provide the recipient with 
adequate nutrition. lhe usual allowance for a1, adult refugee was 
about seven shillings a week. This seems reasonable when compared 
to the eight or nine shillings that a workman in the southern counties 
might then earn, but the latter might have his income supplemented 
to ten shillings under the Speenhamland system, and the rate fluctuated 
according to the price of bread. 19 On the other hand, not only were 
refugee children classed as such until their sixteenth birthday, but 
their allowances were set at 2/6d a week, compared to the more usual 
l/6d for pauper children. Again, refugee allowances were usually 
paid for the first two children and some of the subsequent children, 
while under the poor relief system normally only the third and 
20 
subsequent children were eligible. From the administrators' point 
of view, the French cost less in child allowances than most groups 
of the poor, due to the high proportion of Roman Catholic clergy• 
In common with other poor people, the refugees suffered a high 
incidence of illness as a consequence of their poor diet. In response, 
the relief organisations and refugee leaders betwee~ them built up a 
fl'IL.e most sophist~ cated of these were in network of medical services. .Lu 
London, built on the foundations laid when Wilmot's Committee was still 
a private charity. 
19s1aug, 'Myth of the Old Poor Law', PP• 161-2. 
20 mi d , Journal of Economic Mark Blaug, 'The foor Law Report re-exa ne , 
Historx, xxiv, no. 2, 1964 , PP• 232- 4• 
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The basic component of the services in London was consultations 
with medical practitioners who made the:i.r services available to the 
refugees• The initial enthusiasm which led some English doctors to 
donate their services soon died away in the face of heavy demand, so 
the Committee adopted the practice of paying set monthly fees to 
selected doctors, some of whom were drawn from among the refugees. 
The fee was usually set at be tween one and two guineas a month. 
Presumably the English doctors earned this in addition to ifme fr0m 
private practice. Any French doctor eligible for relief was p~:!.d his 
normal allowance in addition to the fee. This system was similar to 
that used in some parishes of contracting with a doctor for him to 
provide the poor with drugs and medical treatment over a set period 
21 for a fixed payment. 
The consultation service was backed by dispensaries at which the 
refugees might obtain medicines prescribed by the doctors. Initially, 
Wilmot' s Committee negotiated with existing charitable dispensaries 
in London to obtain free service for the refugees, but later it set 
up its own dispensaries, staffed by refugees and paid for out of the 
Cammi ttee 's funds. Lunatics might be cared for at home, or the 
Committee might contribute towards the cost of their care at a private 
asylum. The latter method was quite a common practice among the Poor 
22 
Law overseers at the time, and fostered the growth of these institutions. 
The Committee also paid for the home care of some sick refugees, or 
allowed a French female servant to be added to a household where 
members needed special care. This use of servants as a form of home 
help seems quite unusual for its time. 
21oxley, Poor Relief, p. 66 
22s. and B. Webb, Old Poor Law, P• 301. 
r 
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other sick refugees who needed special care outside the home 
were catered for in several ways. In 1792 the Committee concluded 
an agreement with Middlesex Hospital whereby the latter set aside a 
ward for the refugee clergy and provided medical attendance in return 
for a weekly per capita fee, while the Committee was responsible for 
nursing attendance and food. A French nun ran the ward with the aid 
of one or more French clerics. The Hospital and Thomas' Committee 
made similar arrangements, which continued after Wilmot's Committee 
took charge of lay relief. In 1800 the Hospital provided twenty-five 
beds for sick refugees, a considerable undertaking for the period. 
The scope of hospital care was later broadened when the second Ladies' 
Committee arranged and presumably paid for several beds for female 
emigrants in one of London's lying-in hospitals. 
The close nursing attendance on a small number of patients in 
the hospitals probably gave the refugees a better-than-usual standard 
of hospital care and nutrition. Again, the relatively generous 
payment of the doctors, the fact that they did not need to save money 
by skimping on medicines, and the attendance of French doctors on 
members of their own community, probably increased the refugees' 
chances of obtaining medical care reasonable by contemporary standards. 
Other welfare projects were started on the initiative of the 
refugees themselves. From 1796 the lead was taken by Abb6 Guy Carron, 
after he settled in Somerstown, where cheap rents had drawn many of 
the poorer refugees. From there he organised a lying-in hospital 
which accommodated up to thirty patients, a home for thirty-six aged 
and infirm clergy, a girls' school, a boys' school and a number of 
chapels for refugee congregations. These institutions were funded 
mainly from private donations and contributions from Wilmot 's 
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Committee, and were run by volunteer labour from amongst the refugees. 
The scope and success of these projects show clearly one of the 
great advantages that the French refugees held over most other groups 
of the poor: organisational ability. The clergy, aristocrats and 
magistracy might have been the economic drones of France, but they 
were also the classes with the most experience in leadership and 
administration. This was particularly true of the clergy, for the 
Bishop of St Pol de Leon and Abbe Carron were the prime movers in 
building the welfare apparatus, and much of the volunteer labour 
came from the clergy. Thus the French could come closer to the ideal 
of self-help than the ordinary poor, which in turn stimulated the 
generosity of the English. Sidney and Beatrice Webb have pointed 
out that there were few trained officers in the parishes, and that 
the whole system of accounting was defective and often subject to 
23 gross abuses. The diligence of the French distributors,the quality 
of the English administrators, and the auditing of accounts at a 
number of levels, seem to have afforded the refugee relief organisations 
with a relatively high standard of accounting. 
'!be refugees' status as a special group of poor directly affected 
I 
the relief administration in several ways. First, their participation 
in the ·relief organisations and in welfare projects reduced 
administrative costs and increased the effectiveness of the relief 
measures. Secondly, their background and social standing gave them 
greater access to those who controlled the public purse. Finally, 
and perhaps most importantly, the lack of stigma attached to their 
impoverished state led to a quality of relationship between relief 
administrators and those being assisted that differed from the norm. 
23 Ibid., p. 298 • 
• 
The refugees were fortunate in the quality of the English 
administrators who gave their services to them. Meu like Bouillon 
and Wilmot were experienced and able ~dministrators, and were accustomed 
to working through government channels. Both stayed as . heads of their 
respective organisations for over a decade, thus providing a continuity 
of competent and professional administration that was rarely achieved 
in the Poor Law parishes. They and their fellow administrators neither 
blamed nor punished the French for being poor; and this was reflected 
in administrative features such as the care for the sick, and the way 
in which penniless clergy and gentlewomen were entitled to allowances 
unless they succeeded in finding employment and means of support. 
This supports the vie .1 that the stigma attached to pauperism loug 
hindered the development of public assistance and state welfare 
services. 
PART IV: PERSPECTIVE AND CONCLUSION 
CHAPTER 11 
REFUGEE ADMINISTRATION IN GREAT BRITAIN 1685-1945 
I 
In the past three hundred years a succession of refugee influxes 
into Britain has elicited a variety of responses from her people and 
government. As a host nation Britain has faced the same problems as 
any other: how to control refugees, whether to assist them, and if 80 , 
how. There was also the question of where responsibility for these 
problems lay. In the eighteenth century the British government operated 
within what might be termed a 'federal' structure of administration, in 
which it reserved to itself certain functions such as foreign affairs 
and national security, and raised taxes to pay for them. It left 
residual functions and fund-raising to a network of local government 
units such as the counties, boroughs and parishes, and to other 
organisations such as the judiciary, the churches and charitable 
associations. Disadvantaged groups or individuals in society were left 
mainly to the ~are of the parish-based poor relief system and religious 
or private charity, with little direct government involvement. The rise 
of the welfare state in Britain in the nineteenth and particularly the 
twentieth century has seen the central government bureaucracy 
increasingly involved in the provision of social services, but the 
proliferation of private charitable associations and the involvement 
of local government in welfare matters has continued. 
The control of aliens is linked to the maintenance of national 
security, and can be co-ordinated properly only on a national level, 
so that it has always fallen clearly within the province of the 
government. TI,e responsibility for destitute aliens was less clear-cut. 
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Until the National Assistance scheme was introduce· d in 1948, poor relief 
was parish-based. Under the Laws of Settlement, paupers were eligible 
for relief only in the parish of their birth or prolonged residence. 
Foreigners thus found it difficult to qualify, 1 and were forced onto 
their own resources or the aid offered by 1 • bl c1arita e organisations or 
the state. A brief survey of a number of refugee influxes may serve to 
show the responses which they drew from the government and people, and 
what these responses had in common with refugee administration in the 
1790s. 
The Huguenots benefited from collections in the Anglican churches 
taken under briefs issued by Charles II, James II and William and Mary. 2 
In 1689, when these funds proved insufficient, the French applied to 
parliament for aid. The description of their plight might well have 
been given a century later: 
there still remain above 2,000 persons, some of them 
old, others infants, others sick and impotent; many 
of them heretofore rich and flourishing in their own 
country, but now reduced to the utmost misery and 
[who] must inevitably starve unless assisted by the 
house.3 
Even before parliament finished its deliberations, Queen ~tary stepped 
in with a grant from the privy purse. To administer the 'Queen's bounty', 
she appointed twenty commissioners who formed the 'English' committee. 
10x1ey, Poor Relief, pp. 18-21; Michael E. Rose, The English Poor Law 
1780-1930 (Newton Abbott,1971). For the problems this might cause, 
see the discussion re Irish immigrants in Catherine Jones, Immigration 
and Social Policy in Britain (London, 1977), PP• 56-60. 
2These raised over £75,000: Shaw, 'Relief of Protestant refugees', 
pp. 663-5. Cf. the charity sermons which were a common method of 
raising funds in nineteenth century Ireland: Timothy P. O'Neill, 
'The Catholic Church and the relief of the poor 1815-45'. Archivium 
Hibernicu~, xxxi, 1973, PP• 132-45. 
3Quoted in Shaw, 'Relief of Protestant refugees', P• 666. 
The commissioners drew up rules for the guidance of a 'French' connnittee 
of twenty-four.
4 
The grant was about £15,000 a year initially, of 
which £3,000 was distributed for the support of 'poor distressed French 
Ministers', and £12,000 for 'poor French protestants'. 5 
In the case of the German Palatines of the 1760s, well-wishers 
met at the 'King's Arms Tavern', formed a committee of twenty-one 
members to manage the expenditure of funds to be raised, and resolved 
to advertise in the newspapers for subscriptions. The committee 
successfully petitioned George III for permission to settle the Germans 
in South Carolina, foreshadowing the attempts to settle the Revolutionary 
refugees in Canada. The clergyman who originated the appeal wrote that 
In the meantime I am assisted by four Gentlemen 
in purchasing suitable Cloathing, Provisions, and 
every necessary for the poor people, in providing 
apartments for the temporary reception of the sick, 
and of the women who are ready to lie-in; in whose 
behalf an eminent Physician, a Surgeon, an Apothecary, 6 
and a Midwife have generously offered their assistance. 
Many of these features were echoed in the treatment of the French 
refugees. 
The Acadians and the American Loyalists alike directed their 
appeal for assistance primarily towards the government from the start, 
because the latter was in some measure responsible for their plight. 
Their claims on British generosity were quite different, of course, 
and their treatment differed accordingly. The Acadians were interned, 
4Ibid., P• 674. Cf. 'Rules & Regulations for the Guidance o!
0
~h~
4
French 
Committee', Minutes 24 March 1796, B.M. Add. Ms 18592, ff• - • 
5eopy of King William's warrant of 20 July 1696, in A.0.3/903, unf. 
Also, see Shaw, PP• 666-9, 674; and see above, P• 249. 
6 1 iii See also ibid., pp. iv-viii; Proceedings of the Com1ittee, pt , P• • 
and see above, p. 249. 
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in effect, and their grant was administered by the Sick and Hurt Boar, 
of the Admiralty, which was also responsible for prisoners of war in 
England• 
7 
~e French refugees were not subjected to this kind of 
treatment, al though the clergy were placed in Forton Hospital in 
Gosport at least in part as a means of control, 8 and the building 
was used before and after their stay to house prisoners of war. The 
aid to the American Loyalists was partly as compensation for losses, 
and was to have parallels with that accorded to the Toulonese, Corsica 
and St Domingan pensioners. 
There were several influxes of Jews into Britain in the eighteen 
century, fleeing persecution in Bohemia, partitioned Poland and Gibral 
during the seige, but the Jewish ~ommunity in Britain was left to prov 
all aid to them. The Anglo-Jews found the burden onerous, and sought 
aid of the government in restricting the entry of destitute European J 
In response, the government forbade Jews to travel on a Crown packet 
unless they could pay the full price of the passage or produce a passp 
from a British minister abroad. 9 The latter expedient was tried, with 
the same concern for preventing the entry of destitute aliens, in the 
1790s. lO There was no parallel expectation that the Catholic communit: 
should provide for its own in the case of the French. On the one hand 
they were less capable of doing so, as the long necessity to shun the 
public eye in England had left the Church without a vigorous organisat: 
to meet large-scale humanitarian tasks or a network of wealthy familit 
7Griffiths, 'Acadians in exile', PP• 69-70. 
8see above, P • 94 • 
9eeorge, London Life, PP• 132-8. 
10
see above, P• 127. 
to draw funds from.
11 
On the other, the willingness of the British 
public and government to assist the French obviated the need for 
English Catholics to take the lead. 
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In. terms of relief, administration b h lf on e a of the French refugees 
was both the successor of earlier attempts to assist refugees, and the 
product of its age, as discussed in the previous chapter. The closest 
precedent was the case of the French Huguenots, where the state stepped 
in with a grant when charitable efforts, including a collection in the 
Anglican Churches, proved inadequate. The Huguenot grant too was 
administered through an English and a French Connnittee. The American 
Loyalist case lacked the dimension of organised charity, but it too 
had a group formed by the claimants that co-operated with the British 
connnissioners. The latters' principle that need was the main ground 
in awarding pensions was followed by Wilmot's Connnittee, although the 
differential rates among the laity and the special allowances to bishops, 
magistrates, and army and naval officers showed deference to rank. The 
payment of pensions rather than a dole to the St Domingans, the Corsicans 
and Fome Toulonese showed the presence of a 'compensation' aspect which 
linked them closely with the case of the Loyalists. 
The case of the French refugees was distinguished by the scale 
and complexity of the relief operations. The outlay on the American 
Loyalists was far greater, of course, but the French were the largest 
group to be supported for a continuing period until the advent of the 
Belgian refugees in 1914, and grants to them were by no means 
inconsiderable. Accurate and sustained figures are hard to come by, 
but Parliament granted £260,396from the Civil List to Wilmot's Committee 
llThese problems continued into the nineteenth century: see Robert ~ent 
Donovan 'The denominational character of EngliAh Catholic charitn le 
effort,'1soO-l86S', Catholic Historical Review, lxii, no. 2, April 1976 , 
PP• 200-23. 
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alone in the year ending 10 October 1798; the total expenditure on 
civil government in 1798 was only £2 678 599 12 Th 
, , • e grant for 1798 
seems to have been the peak outlay 13 under the Civil List: 
Period ending: 
10.10.1794 
10.10.1795 
10.10.1796 
10.10.1797 
10.10.1798 
10.10.1799 
5. 1.1800 
s. l.1801 
Clergy and Laity 
of France 
£ 27,692 
135,910 
129,350 
204,460 
260,396 
172,353 
47,081 
195,718 
Toulonese St Domingans 
9,000 
5,400 
19,500 34,000 
Total 
£ 27,692 
135,910 
129,350 
204,460 
260,396 
181,353 
52,481 
249,218 
The secours extraordinaire and the network of support services such as 
the dispensaries, the hospital wards at the Middlesex, the attendence of 
doctors, and the allocation of servants in some cases of need do not seem 
to have been equalled among other refugee groups in the eighteenth century. 
II 
The passing of the 1793 Alien Act and the development of the Alien 
Office clearly made the 1790s a seminal period in alien administration, 
although it was not really built on for over a century. The successive 
Alien Acts were replaced in 1826 by 7 Geo. IV c. 54, an 'Act for the 
14 
Registration of Aliens', which carried no powers of deportation. Thus 
12Great Britain, Accounts and Papers, xxxv, 1868-9, PP• 219, 448-9 • 
13tbid., pp. 448-9, 453-4. The 'Clergy and Laity of France' were those 
assisted by Wilmot's Conunittee. Figures for Jersey are not included 
because they came under War Extraordinaries; presumably the Toulonesc 
did too until Wilmot's Committee assumed charge of their grant. Tilis 
table should be compared with that in Weiner, French Exiles, PP• 223-5. 
14ninwiddy, 'Deportation', p. 210; Bernard Porter, The Refugee Question 
in Mid-Victorian Politics (Cambridge, 1979), P• 71. 
• 
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the small bands of political exiles who sought · asylum in the nineteenth 
century, such as the Polish, Italian and Hungarian nationalists, and 
the French exiles of 1830, 1848 and 1870, were allowed to stay without 
interference from the government. An act empowering deportation was 
r 
passed in 1848, but never implemented.15 
Aid to these groups was left almost solely to charitable 
organisations. Norbert J. (k>ssman lists several formed for that purpose: 
the Literary Association of the Friends of Poland; the Garibaldi Fund 
Collllilittee; the Society of the Friends of Italy (supporting Garibaldi 
and Mazzini); the Ladies Garibaldi Benevolent Association; the 
Garibaldi Unity Conunittee; and the Kossuth Fund and Relief Committee. 16 
17 Five popular subscriptions were opened between 1849 and 1866. The 
Hungarian Relief Committee, established in 1851, raised money mninly 
18 for the purpose of sending refugees on to America. The only government 
aid of any substance was a grant of £10,000 in 1834 for the relief of 
Polish refugees. It was continued annually, rose to a peak of £15,000 
in 1839 and declined to £3,000, given grudgingly, in 1862.
19 As in the 
case of the French refugees, the British government found temporary 
assistance could be long-lasting indeed, but the grants to the French 
were far greater. The Continental exiles of the nineteenth century 
20 
received slightly over a quarter of a million pounds from all sources 
less than the grant to Wilmot's Connnittee alone in 1798. 
15Ibid., pp. 1-3. 
16Norbert J. Gossman, 'British aid to Polish, Italian and Hungarjan 
exiles 1830-1870', South Atlantic Quarterly, lxviii, 1969, P• 241 • 
17Ibid., p. 244. 
18Ibid., p. 240. i 
19Po~ter, Refugee Question, PP• 68, 73, 82. 
20eossman, 'British aid', P· 242. 
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The reception of the Eastern European Jews in the latter part of 
the nineteenth century was a different story. ·As before, the initiative 
and much of the burden of relieving the destitute fell to their 
co-religionists. The Anglo-Jewish community had many charitable 
organisations to aid its poor, but the common prerequisite of six 
months residence in England before qualifying for relief restricted 
their usefulness from a new arrival's point of view ~- as was intended. 21 
From 1859 the refugees received some aid from the Jewish Board of 
Guardians, a body set up to co-ordinate statutory and voluntary aid 
to poor Jews, much along the lines as the subsequent Charity Organisation 
22 Society. The Board concentrated on exacting maximum assistance from 
local Poor Law Unions and the Poor Law Board, particularly in the 
provision of medical care, thereby avoiding duplication of services, 
23 
and husbanding its own resources. English Jewry feared the adverse 
effect on their own position of a mass influx of Jews, so the Jews 
Emigration Society and the Emigration Connnittee of the Jewish Board of 
24 
Guardians helped ,, them to emigrate elsewhere, particularly to America. 
Given this attitude, the large numbers of aliens involved, 
25 
their destitution, and their unpopularity amongst the enfranchised 
British workers, it is not surprising that the government tried to stem 
the flow through legislation. The 1905 Aliens Act, which followed the 
21Jones, I~gration and Social Policy, PP• 85-6. 
22Ibid., p. 91. For details of the Charity Organisation Society see 
Kathleen Woodroofe, From Charity to Social Work in England and the 
United States (London, 1962), espec. Chapter II. 
23 h J i h Board of Guardians, see Jones, For a discussion oft e ew s 
Immigration and Social Policx, PP• 91-102. 
24tbid., PP• 86-7, 
25The numbers of Russian, Russo-Polish and Rumanian aliens recorded in 
censuses rose from 100,638 in 1871 to 284,830 in 1911: ibid., P• 69 • 
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recommendations l'lf the 1903 Royal Commission on Alien Immigration, forbade 
the entry of penniless aliens unless they could prove themselves to be 
refugees from religious persecution. 26 I · 
.t required aliens to land only 
at specified 'Innnigration Ports', and to make declarations much in the 
manner of the 1793 Alien Act, of which the 1905 Act was clearly a 
descendent. 
The outbreak of war in 1914 brought in its wake Britain's largest 
single influx of refugees - almost 250,000 evacuees from Belgium. Such 
numbers placed great strain on British hospitality and on alien control 
and administration. Measures of control had been drawn up before the 
w~r, with a small enemy alien population in mind. 27 They were promulgated 
on 5 August 1914 as the Aliens Restriction Order, and subsequently 
amended twenty-seven times. The original Order restricted alien traffic 
to eleven ports, and banned enemy aliens from residing in prohibited 
arean such as most of Scotland, the south and south-eastern coastal 
areas of England, and military districts. Enemy aliens had also to 
register with local police, and to procure a permit to travel more than 
five miles from home. 28 All these measures were reminiscent of the 
1793 Alien Act. They did not take account of friendly aliens, so a 
further order of 9 Sept~mber 1918 required these to register with the 
police in prohibited areas, and thereafter the government tried to deter 
29 
them from entering or residing in the prohibited areas. 
The g~owth of the Home Office over the preceding century, and the 
26 Ibid., p. 89. See also Roche, Key in the Lock, pp. 65-7. 
27Petcr James Cahalan, 'The treatment of Belgian refuge:s in England 
during the Crcat war' (Ph.D. thesis, McMaster University, 1977), 
pp. 106-7. 
28 Jbid., pp. 358-9. 
29tbid., pp. 359-60. 
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developoent of specialist agencies under its control, meant that 
operational work on aliens was dispersed through several of these 
agencies. Business at the ports was conducted by the Aliens Office. 
'!be Aliens Restrictions Order of 1914 provided for a network of Aliens 
Officers at the ports and docks; these were drawn from the Home Office 
30 
and the Customs Service, following the precedent set in the 179Os. 
They had wide powers of detention and examination, and could despatch 
enemy aliens to internment camps. From February 1917 they were empowered 
to attach conditions to the acceptance of any alien, a new development. 
Thus they were recognisable forerunners of Britain's present-day 
Immigration Officers. 31 
Once aliens were inside the kingdom, much of the administrative 
burden of controlling them fell on the local police, who thus assumed 
many functions borne by magistrates, justices and local government 
officials in the 1790s . Under Orders of November 1914 and April 1915 
Belgian refugees and other friendly aliens had to obtain registration 
certificates and notify any intended change of address to the police, 
who would monitor the journey and subsequent re-registration. The 
April order also required hotel and boarding-house keepers to keep a 
register of aliens staying there. Belgian refugees were specifically 
required to have ' satisfactory identification papers' in order to enter 
a prohibited area. 32 By these regulations, the British were rebuilding 
a system of internal controls similar to those under the 1793 Alien Act 
33 
and its successors. 
In welcoming the Belgians, Britons once again found cause to 
30aoche, Key in the Lock, PP• 79-80. 
311bid. , pp. 79-82, 87 • . 
32cahalan, 'Belgian refugees', PP• 374-5. 
33see ibid Chapter X for a detailed examination of the multiplicity 
of regul;fions and their administration. Tho contradictory interpreia~ 
tions of alien laws by the various agencies involved created difficu t es 
for tl1c ove rbu ,dcn d police: ibid. p l , 368, 370, 
~8 
congratulate themselves on their reputation for tolerance. The Pall Mall 
Gazette of 24 September 1914 c~mmented that 'A Protestant people are 
extending their arn~ of affection to a Catholic one, and the common enemy 
34 is Pagan', echoing the newspapers of a hundred and twenty years before, 
and one relief committee did hark back to the welcome accorded to the 
French emigr,s. JS The Belgian influx was much larger than the earlier 
French one, its composition much more varied, and the period of exile 
much shorter, but the development of British relief administration does 
show a number of common features. 
The impetus and most of the operational work for refugee relief 
came from voluntary charitable activities. The main charitable 
organisation, the War Refugees Committee, was created within a few days 
of the evacuation of Brussels at the instigation of Dame Flora Lugard, 
who 1nodelled the Committee on the scheme prepared by the Ulster Unionist 
Council to evacuate Protestants from rreland in the event of civil war 
36 there. Dame Flora quickly sought patrons, gathered recruits, and 
helped to prepare a letter to the press to publicise the organisation. 
She tapped the energies of the pre-war women's movements, such as the 
37 
Victoria League, and women took the lead in the embryo organisation. 
The Committee was recruited mainly from London's social elite, 
but it drew together people of different political ·persuasions, such 
as Dame Edith Lyttleton, widow of a Tory Cabinet Minister, and Herbert 
Gladstone, the Liberal former Home Secretary, who became the Committee's 
34Quoted in ibid., PP• 8-9. 
35Ibid., P• 8. 
361bid., P• 27. 
37tbid., pp. 30-2. 
r, 
,I 
'chief man of business•. 38 Gl adstone, the arch enemy of women's suffrage, 
worked closely with ardent suffragists such as Lord Lytton and Willoughby 
39 
Dickinson. Lytton had begun raising money for the Belgians from the 
business world as soon as war had broken out. 40 
The Committee suffered from publicising its cause before it had 
worked out its organisation and policy. It received an unexpectedly 
large response of offers of hospitality and volunteer workers,and it 
erred in believing that aid would be needed mainly for women and children. 
It also suffered from competition from the Belgian Relief Fund, organised 
by the Belgian Ambassador to fund relief in Belgium itself. Perhaps for 
this reason, the Committee received more in kind than cash, which later 
41 increased its dependence on the government. 
The Committee had appealed for government aid almost illUl~diately, 
as it needed assistance in transporting and housing the refugees, and 
1noney for their keep. Prime Minister Asquith passed the matter over to 
the Local Government Board, which instructed the Metropolitan Asylums 
42 
Board to prepare accommodation and medical care for the refugees. 
The government has thus brought into refugee relief very early, and the 
Committee took on the role of co-ordinating its own work with that of 
the numerous local committees and the government. 
38tbid. , p. 32. 
39Ibid p 34 The Committee had little initial success i.n its efforts 
to r;~ruit C~tholics although it later gained considerable help fromf 
the Catholic Women's'League: ibid., PP• 37, 150. For a discussion° 
the Committee's membership see ibid., PP• 32-8. 
40tbid. , p • 26 • 
41tbid., pp. 39-40, 51-3. 
42Ib1d., PP• 61-4, 71. 
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The Committee was organised it no seven departments: Correspondence, 
Finance, Transport, Clothing, Employment and an omnibus department dealing 
with other matters, including liaison work with other organisations, 
education, health and tracing missing relatives. 43 Through these 
departments, the Connnittee developed a comprehensive system of welfare 
encompassing housing, employment, wage supplementation, clothing and 
advice on dealing with the British bureaucracy. 44 The Local Government 
Board actually warned the Committee not to be seen to be giving the 
Belgians more favourable treatment than the English poor received 45 
Relations with the government, represented by the Local Government 
Board, changed with time, mainly for financial reasons. The Committee 
raised £97,000 up to June 1916, and less than £10,000 thereafter. 46 
Over the whole period, the government granted £1,713,205 to the Connnittee, 
47 
and the Local Government Board spent as much again on its own behalf. 
The Committee was thus always, and increasingly, dependent financially 
on the state; it in tum needed the Committee's operational contribution, 
for it provided most of the management and labour in refugee relief. 
Before July 1916 the Conunittee was to the fore. The government wished 
to keep in the background as much as possible, as the Committee's ability 
to recruit voluntary workers, or to draw extra efforts from paid workers, 
kept administrative costs down at first. As time passed, however, the 
increased war effort, the rise in the cost of living and higher taxation 
reduced the time and money volunteers were prepared to devote to the 
43 Ibid. , p. 137. 
44sec ibid., especially Chapter IX. 
45 Ibid., p. 355. 
46 Ibid., p. 406. 
47 Ibid., P• 408. 
_,. 
refugees, and the latter became more self-sufficient anyway, through 
better orientation and increased work opportunities. In the early 
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period, the government's role was to provide funds, and to ensure through 
inspections and audit checks that they were properly spent and accounted 
for. The audit report of July 1916, however, po:1.nted out that the 
govermrent's involvement was now well-known, and recommended more direct 
control. The government then appointed a Commissioner of Belgian 
Refugees. 48 The Committee managed to hold some ground through its greater 
contact with the refugees and its expertise in dealing with them, but the 
balance of power had shifted to the government. The Committee was evolving 
into a government funded and directed body, although its operations were 
still largely in the hands of the voluntary workers; much the same pattern 
of development had characterised Wilmot's Committee. 49 
British aid to Jewish refugees in 1933-45 showed a similar pattern 
of state aid following in the wake of voluntary efforts, with volunteers 
providing much of the necessary administration. From 1933 until the 
outbreak of war, the Jewish community raised three million pounds to 
50 
aid the fifty-five thousand Jews who fled Nazi persecution. The 
principal Jewish fund-raising and administrative organisation was the 
Central British Fund for German Jewry, 51 which raised nearly half a 
million pounds in 1933-5.52 The burden did not rest entirely on the 
Jewish community. Lord Baldwin sponsored an appeal, and many private 
48 6 Ibid., pp. 435- • 
49 f the relationship between the War Refugees Committee This brief summary o 
and the government is based mainly on ibid., Chapter XI. 
SOBernard Wasserstein Britain and the Jews of Europe 1939-1945 (Londo~i 3 
1979), p. 82; Austin Stevens, The Dispossessed (London, 1975), PP• - • 
Slit was later called the Council for German Jewry and then (1939! the 122 
Central Council for Jewish Refugees: Stevens, The DispossesAe 'P• • 
52 tbid., pp. 120-1. 
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citizens offered accommodation. 53 
'!be Central British Fund was a policy-making body, with operational 
. 
subsidiaries in the London-based Refugees' Committee, and its Professional 
Committee, which assisted those with professional qualifications. 54 The 
Refugees' Cormnittee was the operational lynch-pin, as it arranged 
sponsorship, training, employment, re-emigration and other servicea.55 
The proliferation of voluntary aid organisations, Jewish and Gentile, 
was such that in 1938 they were brought together under the Central 
Co-ordinating Committee, later known as the Joint Consultatative Committee 
56 
on Refugees. 
The government initially displayed its usual reluctance to become 
involved with refugee problems. In 1933 English Jewry guaranteed that 
it would support any Jewish refugees allowed entry, 'without ultimate 
57 charge to the State'. The government maintained its restrictions on the 
entry of the destitute, and held English Jewry to its promise until 1940. 
In December 1939 the voluntary organisations sought government aid in 
supporting the 13,000 refugees in their care. The Cabinet Connnittee 
on Refugees endorsed the Home Secretary's proposal that the government 
should pay half the cost of their support. The voluntary committees 
were unable to maintain their share, despite a further appeal which 
raised £350,000; and by 1945 the government bore the entire cost, 
although its annual grant had dropped from £553,000 in 1940 to £140,000 
in 1945. 58 Once again the government had acted as a residuary benefactor 
53tbid., 121 p. ; Wasserstein, Britain and the Jews, p. 10. 
54stevens, The Dispossessed, pp. 120, 126-8. 
55 Ibid., pp • . 109, 121-2, 136. Its founder, Otto M. Schiff, had assisted 
Belgian refugees in the Great War: ibid., p. 121; Wasserstein, Britain 
and the Jews, p. 38. 
56stevens, The Dispossessed, p. 122. 
57tbid., p. 70; Wasserstein, Britain and the Jews, PP• 9, 82. 
58 Ibid., pp. 82-3. 
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to refugees. 
The govemment adopted stern measures t 1 1 o contro a iens during 
the Second World War, prompted in part by newspaper campaigns and panic 
over the possible infiltration of fifth columnists. In May 1940 
Churchill's new government established a 'protected zone' along the 
south-east coast, and by June 1940, thirty thousand aliens, mainly 
Germans and_Austrians, had been interned, 'l11e government also deported 
some eight thousand aliens, mainly to Canada and Australia. Scandals 
over the treatment of deportees on the Dunera and the Ettrick and in 
the Canadian camps and the impact of the deaths of 599 deportees when 
the Aranda Star was sunk en route to Canada, tumed public opinion against 
the policies of deportation and mass internment. From July 1940 the 
government rcogressively released certain classes of internees, such as 
the young, the old, the sick, skilled workers and those prepared to enlist -
in the pioneer corps. By 28 August 1941 only some thirteen hundred 
internees remained. The Jewish refugees suffered greatly from these 
measures, even though they were victims, and sometimes active opponents, 
59 
of the Nazi regimes. 
III 
There are several recurrent features in British administrative 
responses to the successive waves of refugees to Britain. Alien control 
was always the prerogative of government. Before 1905, the government 
generally ignored small groups of refugees, or those who could support 
themselves; it interfered only when large groups of destitute or 
potentially dangerous refugees tried to enter the kingdom. 
Measures for 
590n the government's wartime p~licies and administration towards ~!!~ns 
82-133 and Aaron L. Goldman, 'Defence Regulation • 
see ibid., PP• 11 d political dissenters in Great Britain emergency internment of 8 ens an Ma 1972 
during world war II'; Journal of British Studies, xii, no. 2, Y , 
pp. 120-36. 
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the control of aliens within th ki d e ng om were closely associated with 
the three great wars of 1793-1815, 1914-18 and 1939-45 , and generally 
took the form of moving aliens from south-east coastal areas, and 
keeping a check on their residence and movements through some kind of 
registration system. Two refugee groups suffered internment: the 
Acadi~~s during the Seven Years War, and the German and Austrian Jews 
in the Second World War. The Revolutionary refugees and the Belgian 
refugees endured restrictions, L l t not confinement, but the latter were 
friendly aliens; the .former suffered comparatively little considering 
their status as enemy aliens. 
The British government was consistently reluctant to take the 
lead in succouring refugees, _preferring to leave care of the destitute 
in the hands of affinity groups, such as the Anglo-Jews, and private 
charitable organisations. Government and voluntary organisations alike 
were prepared to expend funds to transport refugees elsewhere. The 
government acted as a benefactor of the last resort to the Huguenots, 
the Revolutionary refugees, the Belgians and the German and Austrian 
Jews, when voluntary funds and agencies were overtaxed; in each case 
such agencies were involved in the administration of the grants. Funds 
were spent on relief allowances, and in the case of the subjects of 
this study, and the Belgians , on the development of auxiliary services. 
The British administrative response to the influx of French in 
1792-1802 thus fits best into the context of refugee administration, 
although some of the administrative agencies and the relief measures 
adopted were part of contemporary philanthropy, whether voluntary, 
government, or a mixture of both. The context of refugee administration 
is underlined, however, by reference to the contemporary American 
response to the influx of Revolutionary refugees there. They differed 
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from those in Great Britain in that most of them were colonial French, 
and they covered a far wider political spectrum. 'Ibis reflected America 
opinion, as the Revolution had more admirers there than it did in Britaj 
The neutral status of the United States also meant that the French 
government was represented there. In consequence, part of the relief 
afforded to the French refugees in the Unites States came from French 
government funds. These were used principally to provide free passages 
to France for the refugees, whatever their political sympathies, and 
subsistence allowances for those with acceptable reasons for remaining 
:l.n the United States. '!he French legation also underwrote hospital 
care for the sick. It was not prepared to assist those in the United 
States who had means of their own, or who held counter-revolutionary 
60 
views. 
American aid to the refugees came from a variety of sources. 
The refugees were scattered over several states, mainly South Carolina, 
Virginia, Maryland, Pennsylvania, New York and Rhode Island. Voluntary 
committees raised subscriptions in a number of cities. The Philadelphi 
Committee raised $14 600 which it proposed to spend mainly on sending 
, , 0 
St Domingans to France or St Domingo, and on a scheme for settling 
refugees on western lands. 61 The Baltimore Committee spent over $20,00 
assisting three thousand refugees there. 62 New York City raised $11,00 
63 
and also supported a hospice for old men, women and children. Severa 
state legislatures granted funds for relief. Pennsylvania granted aid 
to old men, women and children who were destitute, New York State grant 
64 
$11,000 in aid, and Massachussets also provided aid. 
GOChilds, French Refugee Life, PP• 86, 175-7• 
61tbid., PP• 85-6. 
62tbid., PP• 85, 87. 
63 e Ibid. , p • 8;i • 
64tbid., PP• 85-6. 
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Early in 1794_ Congress appropriated $15,000 in relief funds 
against the debt to France, in response to appeals from New York, 
Baltimore and Norfolk, Va. 65 R d an olph, the Secretary of State, asked 
state representatives to submit estimates of the number in need, and 
the minimum cost of subsisting them. On the basis of the returns he , 
proposed that $10,000 should be distributed through the local committees, 
which should account for the money and report their proceedings to the 
President. 66 'Ibe grant, amounting to approximately $5 a head, was 
exhausted in two months, and the Federal Government proposed spending 
the remaining $5000 on returning refugees to St Domingo. Not all the 
f 67 re ugees were willing to return, however, so relief remained a problem. 
The Federal C',overnment, by allocating a fixed grant, instead of 
monthly payments in the British mode, managed to avoid continuing 
involvement in refugee relief. As a new form of government, it had 
no precedents to follow in the matter, and it did not share the British 
government's anti-Revolutionnry commitment. In 1798, when Franco-American 
relations deteriorated temporarily, Congress did pass an Alien Act giving 
the President the power to expel any alien considered a danger to 
national security, to imprison an alien for non-complience, and to 
arrest or deport enemy aliens in time of war. These powers do not 
68 
appear to have been ever exercised formally. 
The Americans, with similar numbers of French refugees to cope 
with, thus also instituted alien legislation and refugee relief measures, 
although not to the same degree of administrative sophistication as the 
British. Its relief funds came from voluntary organisations and the 
65 Ibid., PP• 86-7. 
66 Ibid., pp. 88-9. 
67Ibid., PP• 89-90. 
68Ibid., pp. 118, 187 • 
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central government, with the state legislatures as additional benefactors. 
On a per capita basis, however, the American financial contribution was 
only a fraction of the British. A greater proportion of the relief effort 
appears to have gone into sending the refugees abroad. Presumably the 
lack of a large ecclesiastical component among the refugees meant that 
there were more able-bodied men deemed capable of earning a living. Relief 
seems to have gone principally to the old, the sick, women and children, 
much as was the case with lay refugees in Great Britain. It would be 
fair to say, however, that whether compared to their counterparts in 
the United States, or other refugee movements to Britain, the subjects 
of this study fared remarkably well. 
t 
CHAPTER 12 
CONCLUSION 
-
The influx of French refugees into Britain bE.:tween 1789 and 1802 
created two major problems for Britain as a host nation: the maintenance 
of national security and the welfare of those refugees unable to support 
themselves. Both these problems elicited an administrative response in 
1792: the government initiated the legislation embodied in the 1793 Alien 
Act, while members of the public set up relief committees to succour needy 
refugees. This difference in origin was reflected in the subsequent 
administrative developments of the organisations. 
The legislation on aliens was conceived, sponsored and enforced by 
the central government, which remained the guidlng force behind alien 
administration. The 1793 Alien Act laid down a formal set of procedures 
which the Home Off ice had to implement. It appointed or assigned internal 
personnel to deal with business arising from the Act. This rationalisation 
of business and the subsequent expansion of personnel to deal with it, 
formed the basis for the development of the Alien Office as a distinct 
section within the Home Office. The Alien Office was characterised by 
linear development with a gradual but limited growth determined by the 
extent and rate of alien traffic, both at border controls and within the 
kingdom, and by the cost of supervising it, 
The development of Wilmot's Committee, the largest of the relief 
organisations, shows quite different characteristics. It did not initiate 
a comprehensive code of procedures which it then tried to admin:i.ster, 
because it was partly based on the existing organisation founded by Jean-
Franc;ois de La Marche. Thus it incorporated distribution procedures 
which he had already devised, and continued to use the services of a 
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core of workers already under his direction. The Committee expanded 
the existing distribution network, and concentrated its energies in 
the collection and control of finances d h an t e development of auxiliary 
heal th services. 
The government added another layer to this organisation in 
December 1793, when it assumed financial responsibility for and ultimate 
control of refugee relief. Thus responsibility for the provision of 
funds moved successively from La Marche to Wilmot's Committee and 
thence to the Treasury. At the same time, the government transferred 
responsibility for the French laity in England from Thomas' Committee 
to Wilmot's Committee. Once again Wilmot's Committee retained and 
subsequently expanded the existing distribution network. Thereafter 
Wilmot's Committee acted as a nucleus to which the government devolved 
administrative tasks concerning various groups of French refugees. 
Al though the government had assumed financial control of Wi.lmot 's 
Committee, the latter retained responsibility for the financial 
administration of refugee relief. The government influenced this 
administration by its decisions on the scale of the grants. Typically, 
the government decided the total to be spent, but left the Committee 
to work out the ways and means of spending it to best advantage• The 
Committee would then submit its proposals to the government for approval, 
which was usually given. Thus Wilmot's Committee was the central 
agency for the formation and execution of policy. It was the initiating 
body, and the government the responsive one, in contrast with the 
latter's central direction of alien administration. 
The responsive role of the government in refugee relief can be 
1 1 throug
h the way in which responsibility for 
seen even more c ear y 
0 
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various groups of French refugees came to be split between different 
departments. Wilmot's Committee and Thomas' Committee both approached 
the Treasury for funding, and it granted the requests, although relief 
to the laity was subsumed into Wilmot's organisation. Colonel Craig 
reported the plight of the laity in Jersey to Dundas, the Home 
Secretary, in his capacity as the minister responsible for the conduct 
of the war, and he granted them funds out of the war extraordinaries. 
Sir Gilbert Elliot was also successful in obtaining aid from Dundas for 
the evacuees from Toulon. When Pitt reorganised his portfolios in 
July 1794, however, Dundas took responsibility for the refugees in 
Jersey with him to the newly-created War Department, while the Toulonese 
remained with the Home Office, now under Portland. As a result, the 
government never achieved a concerted or centrally-directed policy on 
refugee welfare. The manner in whicr bureaucratic bungling deprived 
first the Jersey evacuees and then the refugees remaining in Jersey of 
much-needed funds in 1796-7, demonstrated the dangers inherent in such 
a wide dispersal of responsibility. The subsequent narrowing of control 
to the Treasury and Home Office, and the augmentation of the role of 
Wilmot's Committee in actual or merely financial management, reduced 
but did not solve the problem. 
The •differences between alien administration and refugee relief 
administration thus illustrate how the ce1..trality of an issue to the 
perceived sphere of government can affect adminiS t ration. Alien 
administration was clearly the province of the central government, hence 
it was based on legislation, and was directed through a single 
organisation under ministerial supervision. 
In contrast, refugee 
i rjes of ad hoc 
relief was handled at the departmental level, n a se . 
responses to specific pressures and circumstances. The absence of 
legislation or even parliamentary debate on the issue, and the lack of 
co-ordination between or even within departments, reflected its low 
political priority, and resulted in a very decentralised form of 
administration. 
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Although alien and refugee relief administration evolved different 
structures between 1792 and 1802, their style of administration did 
show two important common features. The first was that changes in 
policy and procedures were made by ad hoc responses to problems as 
they arose, with occasional or periodic codification of these changes 
into formal regulations. The successive Alien Acts of 1798, 1802 and 
1803 are examples of this form of change. The most comprehensive reviews 
of relief regulations were undt: .... ::i.ken by the relief organisations 
themselves, usually in response to tlnancial imperatives, geographical 
relocation or changes in the composition of the pensioners or 
administrators, such as the musical chairs over the Jersey evacuees in 
1796 and the assumption of control by Wilmot and Glyn in 1798. 
The second common feature relates to the role of the government. 
In both cases, it inhibited growth of the central bureaucracy by farming 
out field supervision and administration to local government officials, 
existing salaried officials and volunteer workers. In the case of 
alien administration, there was limited growth in the form of the Alien 
Office employees, some of whom actually worked in the ports. In the 
relief organisations, much of the routine administration was done by 
None Of the government departments involved in the French themselves. 
d 1 to deal with it. refugee relief appear to have recruite extra personne 
The volume of r ·l"respondence was small and usually was handled by the , 
under secretaries. 
1 have argued already that the charitable organisations for the 
relief of the French refugees were typical of eighteenth century organised 
philanthropy. Government administration of alien legislation and refugee 
relief also fitted its period in a number of features: its dispersal 
among several departments of responsibility for one problem, its ad 
hoc responses to outside influences and to specific problems as they 
arose, and its manner of limiting central bureaucratic growth. Except 
perhaps for the last, these features might be considered characteristic 
of bureaucracies, rather than applicable to the eighteenth century 
alone. But refugee administration also foreshadowed nineteenth century 
administration in a number of ways: alien administration with its 
tight central control and field representatives, and relief administration 
through its mixture of voluntary and state assis~ance. It was also 
marked out from the eighteenth century by the absence of sinecurists 
or profiteers: the administrators were either unpaid volunteers, or 
salaried professionals; and their work seems to have been efficient and 
cost-effective by contemporary standards. 
Alien legislation and administration in the 1790s represented 
Great Britain• s first comprehensive attempt to control the entry and 
residence of aliens, and provided the foundation for later initiatives 
in immigration control, The central government's gradual involvement 
in refugee relief was an early venture into the welfare of a distressed 
group in the community. The government and the relief organisations 
between them developed a comprehensive system of allowances and 
auxiliary services in health and educa t ion. The British thereby 
administration that could be achieved demonstrated the level of social 
bi tion of public funding, 
in the late eighteenth century through a com na 
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high-calibre administrators and a non-recriminatory attitude towards 
the recipients, the French. The study of administration thus 
contributes to our knowledge and understanding of refugee administration 
in Great Britain at the close of the eighteenth century. 
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